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AMPUTATION— ACT  OF  AlXil^ST    I,    188«. 

John  B.  Anderson. 

It  having  been  established  that  the  amputation  of  soldier's  arm  was  made  *'ator 
above  the  middle  of  the  arm  bone"  (humerus),  the  failure  to  show  the  exact 
line  of  section  does  not  affect  the  status  of  the  case,  and  pensioner  was  entitled 
to  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $46  per  month  instead  of  $36,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  from  the  date  of  the  paHsage  of  said  act  to  the  date  of 
his  death.     (See  case  of  John  \V.  Curran,  5  P.  D.,  1.) 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Cfyinnuss'ioiurv  of  I^eris/ons, 

May  31,  1900. 

1  have  the  honor  to  return  herewith  the  papers  in  the  ease  of  John  B. 
Anderson,  deceased,  fonnerly  a  private  in  Company  K,  Seventeenth 
Michigan  Infantry,  who  was  at  the  date  of  his  death  pensioned  at  $36 
per  month  for  '^loss  of  right  arm  above  elbow,"  under  certificate  Xo. 
29700,  issued  September  15,  1886;  and  also  the  papers  in  the  case  of 
his  widow,  M.  Louise  Anderson,  now  pensioned  at  $ii4  per  month, 
under  special  act  of  Congress,  by  certificate  No.  440032,  all  of  which 
papers  were  recently  transmitted  to  the  Department^for  consideration 
in  connection  with  a  motion  filed  April  12, 1900,  for  the  reconsideration 
of  a  former  departmental  decision  in  the  said  invalid  claim. 

The  said  decision  dated  February  27,  1900,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  hereto,  held,  as  will  be  noted  by  reference  thereto,  that: 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  soldier's  arm  was  amputate<l  at  or  above 
the  middle  of  the  humerus,  and  he  was  therefore  not  entitled  to  the  $45  rate  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886. 

It  will  also  be  noted  that  the  said  decision  holds  that: 

The  action  of  the  Bureau,  September  15,  1886,  was  ecjuivalent  to  an  assertion  by 
the  Bureau  that  the  amputation  was  not  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the 
use  of  an  artificial  limb,  and  to  said  action  the  soldier  impliedly  assented  by  his 
a(X]uie8eence  and  silence.  He  never  asserted  or  attempted  to  prove  that  his  amputa- 
tion waa  at  or  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus,  or  so  near  the  shoulder  joins  as  to 
prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,  within  the  mt^aning  or  intent  of  said  act  of 
August  4,  1886,  but  he  assented  to  the  said  Bureau  action  for  over  four  and  f>ne-half 
years  preceding  his  death. 

In  this  connection — after  more  mature  deliberation — it  seems  onl}' 
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neoossary  to  .state  timt,  ina^smuch  as  the  tirst  decision  promulgjited  by 
the  Department  which  construed  the  meaning  of  the  term  ^'so  near 
the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,''  used  in 
the  act  of  August  4,  1880,  and* defined  the  limit  of  the  point  of  ampu- 
tation which  would  liring  any  given  case  wdthin  the  rule  laid  down 
therein,  was  the  decision  rendered  Februarv  28,  1891,  in  the  case  of 
John  W.  Curran  (5  P.  D.,  1),  only  two  weeks  and  three  days  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  soldi(»r\s  death,  it  is  altogether  improlmble  that  he  was 
aware  of  the  nature  of  the  said  decision,  or  even  of  its  existence. 
Besides  which,  as  stated  by  his  present  widow,  and  show^n  ])v  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  he  was  physically  and  mentally  incapable  of 
attempting  to  have  the  rule  laid  dowMi  in  the  said  decision  applied  to 
hiij  case.  And,  as  to  his  silent  acquievsence  in  the  aforesaid  Bui'oau 
action  of  Septemfx^r  15,  1886,  by  which  his  rate  was  increased  to  ^^6 
insteiul  of  to  ^45  per  month,  it  is,  in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  state- 
ments, now  frankly  acknowledged  that  it  was  somewhat  unreasonable 
to  have  expected  that  the  soldier  should  have  anticipated — b}-  some 
years — what  construction  the  Department  would  eventually  put  upon 
the  various  terms  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  and  consequently  have 
sought  to  have  ()])tained  at  such  a  time  the  same  benefits  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  act  for  which  his  widow  is  now  contending  in  the 
light  of  existing  decisions  thereon.  Neither  is  it  to  be  presumed  that 
all  pensioners  are  cognizant  of  all  laws,  especially  of  the  exact  terms 
thereof,  that  may  be  passed  by  Congress  for  their  benefit,  and  it  is 
not  improbable  that  when  a  new  certificate  of  pension  at  the  rate  of 
$36  per  month  was  issued  to  the  pensioner  in  this  case,  without  his 
having  made  any  application  therefor,  that  he  supposed  that  the  said 
rate  was  all  that  be  was  entitled  to  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
creating  that  rate;  certainly  we  have  no  information  to  the  contrary. 
And,  in  so  far  as  the  statement  in  the  decision  hereto  attached, 
that-  - 

tht*  action  of  the  Bureau  September  15,  1886,  was  t^quivalent  to  an  a.««i»ertion  by  the 
Bureau  that  the  amputation  was  not  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the  ust* 
of  an  artificial  liml; — 

is  concerned,  it  is  worthy  of  note  that  it  was  the  practice  of  the  Bureau 
at  the  time  the  said  action  was  taken  for  the  finance  division  to  direct 
the  reissue  of  certificates  in  this  class  of  claims,  and  to  fix  the  rate  of 
the  new  issue  without  first  referring  the  causes  to  the  medical  division 
for  an  advisory  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  action  taken  in  the 
premises. 

Furthermore,  at  the  time  the  said  Bureau  action  was  taken  in  this 
case,  no  decision  had  been  promulgated  in  which  a  definite  construc- 
tion was  placed  upon  the  intent  of  the  phi*ase,  "so  near  the  shoulder 
joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb;''  audit  was  not  until 
the  aforesaid  decision  of  Februarv  28,  1891,  in  the  case  of  John  W. 
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Cunmii  was  remUM'ed  that  a  rule  was  laid  down  defining  the  extreme 
limit  of  section  of  the  humerus — in  an  amputated  arm  -  that  would 
bring  the  ease  within  the  purview  of  that  portion  of  the  act  of  August 
4,  1886,  which  prescri})ed  a  rating  of  $45  per  month.  And  it  is  in 
view  of  these  facts  that  it  can  not  be  held  that  the  Bureau  erred  at  the 
time  the  said  action  of  September  15,  1886,  was  taken,  or  that  the  sol- 
dier was  quietly  acquiescing  in  what  he  believed  to  b^  an  improper 
action. 

As  a  matter  of  coincidence,  however,  and  of  no  little  importance  and 
interest  as  well,  it  is  shown  by  the  record  in  the  case  that  the  soldier 
did,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  entertain,  even  long  ])eforethe  passage  of  the 
act  of  August  4,  1886,  not  onl}'  views  almost  identical  with  certain 
terms  incorpoi-ated  in  the  said  act,  but  that  he  did  also  to  a  certain 
extent  anticipate  the  construction  which  was  subsequently  put  upon 
those  terms  in  the  aforesaid  Curran  decision. 

In  a  letter  in  his  own  handwriting  dated  August  27,  1885,  and 
addressed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  he  made  the  following 
inquiries  and  statements: 

Does  your  Department  cx)ngtrue  act  of  March  3,  1885  (increasing  pension  for  loss 
of  arm  at  shoulder  joint),  literally,  or  according  to  what  I  think  was  its  intent,  viz, 
all  cases  where  the  amputation  was  so  near  the  shoulder  that  an  artificial  arm  can  not 
be  used?  I  can  not  see  the  reason  or  justice  for  drawing  so  fine  a  distinction  Ijetween 
the  two  daisies  of  cases. 

My  stump,  measuring  from  armpit  to  the  tip,  is  about  4  inches  in  length — not 
sufficient  for  the  use  of  any  artificial  (limb?),  as  I  convinced  myself  by  trial.  Any- 
thing I  could  wear  was  only  a  deati  weight  and  of  no  use  whatever — in  fact,  v,'a»  in 
the  way,  and  thus  worse  than  useless. 

If  you  rule  that  cases  of  amputation  near  the  shoulder  come  within  the  intent  of 
the  act,  will  you  send  me  necessary  blanks  to  be  filled  out  in  making  application  for 
the  increase? 

The  terms  of  the  said  act  of  March  3,  1885,  were,  however,  of  such 
a  character  as  to  admit  of  no  such  construction  as  suggested  by  the 
writer  of  the  foregoing  letter  being  placed  thereon,  and  he  was  so 
advised,  as  appears  b}'  an  indorsement  dated  September  29,  1S85,  on 
the  jacket  of  the  case;  but  it  does  seem  to  be  quite  a  coincidence  that 
Conffress  should  onlv  one  A^ear  later  enact  a  law  embodvinff  the  verv 
idea  advanced  in  the  said  letter,  and  it  also  seems  singularly  appro- 
priate that  the  writer  thereof  should  have  been  entitled  to  the  extreme 
benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  law,  although  he  died  without 
having  received  his  full  meed  in  that  respect. 

The  foregoing  letter  of  the  soldier  was  briefly  referred  to  in  the 
decision  attached  hereto,  and  it  was  stated  therein  that — 

soldier  was  then  discussing  his  rights  under  the  act  of  Man*.h  3,  1883,  under  which 
he  was  then  receiving  the  $30  rate — 

but  no  further  comment  was  made  on  the  contents  of  the  said  letter. 
It  must  be  confessed,  however,  that  the  statement  abo\'e  quoted  was 
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clearly  error,  as  the  soldier  evidently  knew  that  he  had  received  all 
the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1883,  to  which  he 
was  entitled;  and  he  expressly  stated — in  very  legible  handwriting — 
as  is  now  observed,  that  he  desired  a  construction  of  the  '*act  of 
March  3,  1885,"  an  act  which  had  been  passed  but  a  few  months  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  said  letter,  and  to  the  benefits  of  which  he  argued 
that  he  was  entitled. 

The  said  act  of  March  3,  1885,  provided,  among  other  things: 

That  all  soldiera  *  *  *  who  have  had  an  arm  taken  off  at  the  shoulder  joint, 
*  *  *  and  who  are  now  receiving  j>ension«,  shall  have  their  pensions  increased 
to  the  same  amount  that  the  law  now  gives  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  have  lost  a 
leg  at  the  hip  joint. 

The  ''amount"  which  the  law  then  gave  for  the  loss  of  a  leg  at  the 
hip  joint  was  $37.50  per  month.  But  it  will  readily  be  seen  that  the 
soldier  had  no  valid  claim  to  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act,  as  his  arm  had  not  been  "'taken  off  at  the  shoulder  joint;"  and 
the  teiTiis  of  the  act  itself  admitted  of  no  other  construction  as  to  their 
intent.  This  question  is,  however,  not  involved  in  the  pending  motion, 
and  need  not  be  further  discussed  herein. 

And  inasmuch  as,  as  above  stated,  the  soldier's  right  arm  was  not 
amputated  at  the  shoulder  joint,  the  one  vital  question  to  be  deter- 
mined— in  order  to  bring  his  case  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
Curran  case — is,  Was  the  said  arm  amputated  at  or  above  the  middle  of 
the  humerus  ? 

The  material  facts  presented  in  the  case  for  consideiution  in  this  con- 
nection ai"e  as  follows: 

In  his  original  declaration  for  pension,  filed  April  30,  1864,  the 
soldier  made  the  following  allegation: 

Being  engaged  in  battle  at  Knox vi lie,  Tenn.,  on  the  23d  day  of  November,  1863, 
deponent  received  a  shot  from  a  musket  ball,  which  entered  his  right  arm  about  4 
inches  ^bove  the  elbow,  passing  through — came  out  in  front — shattering  the  bone  in 
its  course. 

Deponent  was  taken  to  "Hospital  No.  5,"  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  where  bis  arm  wa8 
amputated  two  hours  afterwards  by  an  army  surgeon. 

The  period  at  which  the  said  amputation  was  performed  shows  that 
an  "inmiediate  amputation"  was  done — that  is,  ''an  amputation  done 
during  the  prevalence  of  shock,  usually  within  from  two  to  six  hours 
after  the  receipt  of  the  injury  necessitating  the  operation."    (Wyeth.) 

The  records  of  the  War  Department,  so  far  as  the  reports  therefrom 
on  file  in  the  cM»e  show,  furnish  no  information  as  to  the  said  wound. 

A  repoi-t,  dated  May  20,  1804,  from  the  surgeon  in  charge  of  the 
records  of  the  aforesaid  hospital  at  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  is  to  the  follow- 
ing effect: 

These  records  show  that  John  B.  An<ler8on,  Company  K,  Seventeenth  Regiment 
Infantry,  received  a  gunshot  wound  in  the  right  arm — the  lower  end  of  the  humerus 
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eeverely  fractured,  and  a  flesh  wound  of  left  arm  at  the  elbow;  arm  amputated  by 
Surgeon  Cpggeswell,  of  the  Twenty-nmth  Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry,  during 
the  siege,  then  in  charge  of  the  general  hospital. 

Although  this  report  is  not  a.s  explicit  as  might  be  desired,  it  con- 
firms the  statements  of  the  soldier  as  to  the  fact  that  the  lower  portion 
of  the  right  humerus  was  badly  fractured,  and  that  an  "immediate 
amputation"  was  performed  in  consequence  of  the  severity  of  the  said 
wound.  It  is,  however,  not  difficult  of  belief  that  the  bone  in  the 
soldier's  right  arm  was  ''severely  fractured"  when  it  is  stated  that  a 
musket  ball  passed  through  the  same.  As  is  well  known,  the  musket 
ball  of  those  days  was  a  bullet  of  very  large  caliber,  made  of  soft  lead, 
and  which,  when  fired  from  a  distance,  upon  striking  any  hard  sub- 
stance, such  as  a  bone  of  the  size  of  the  humerus,  would  spread  or 
flatten  out,  causing,  in  a  wound  of  the  character  involved  in  this  case, 
veiT  serious  danMige— not  a  wound  like  that  which  is  produced  bj'^  the 
"Mauser"  bullet  of  to-day,  which  seldom  necessitates  the  amputation 
of  a  limb,  but  a  wound  more  like  that  caused  by  the  much  feared  and 
detested  ''dumdum"  bullet,  the  use  of  which  is  condemned  by  all 
civilized  nations.  While  these  statements  may,  "at  first  blush,"  seem 
somewhat  irrelevant  to  the  question  at  issue,  they  are,  nevertheless, 
believed  to  be  of  more  or  less  importance  as  tending  to  confirm  both 
the  soldier's  allegation  and  the  hospital  record  in  the  case  relative  to 
the  damage  done  the  bone  of  his  right  arm.  Therefore,  taking  it  for 
granted  that  the  humerus  of  a  man  of  the  soldier's  height  is,  as  stated 
by  the  medical  referee  in  an  advisoiy  opinion  in  the  case,  rJ)out  12 
inches  long,  and  admitting  the  allegation  of  the  soldier  that  the  said 
musket  ball  passed  through  his  right  arm  about  4  inches  above  the 
elbow  to  be  true,  it  can  readily  be  inferred  that  the  bone  may  have 
been  splintered  an  inch  or  two  both  aliove  and  below  the  point  of 
entrance  of  the  said  missile,  and  that  in  performing  the  amputation  it 
became  necessary  to  cut  away  enough  of  the  damaged  bone  and  other 
structures  in  order  to  obtain  good  results,  namely,  a  sound  stump,  to 
make  the  line  of  section  at,  or,  as  appears  to  have  been  more  likely  in 
this  instance,  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus.  Besides  which  fact, 
amputations  made  under  such  circumstances  were  hurriedly  performed, 
and  the  same  care  which  would  ))e  given  in  time  of  peace,  especially  in 
these  days  of  antiseptic  surgery,  with  a  view  to  securing  a  useful 
Htump,  could  not  then  bo  exercised. 

Among  other  statements  in  the  decision  attached  hereto,  which  must 
be  receded  from  or  at  least  qualified,  are  the  f olio w^ing  assertions: 

Not  only  did  soldier  fail  to  testify  to  the  ixiint  of  amputation^  or  that  it  vtah  po 
near  the  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,  but  claimant  is  ecjually  silent 
on  this  subject. 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  measurement  of  the  stump  was  ever  made  by  anyone, 
or  from  what  point  the  examining  surgeon  made  his  estimate. 
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If  he  made  it  from  tiie  name  jx)int  as  Dr.  Crammer,  the  five  inches  named  by  the 
examining  surgeon  would  make  the  point  of  amputation  the  center  of  the  average 
humeruB. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  soldier  did  "^  fail  to  testify  to  the  point  of 
amputation,"  does  not  his  aforesaid  letter  of  August  27, 1885,  as  above 
quoted,  testify  most  eloquently  and  convincingly  to  the  fact  that  he 
did  consider  that  his  arm  had  been  amputated  ''  so  near  the  joint  as  to 
prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb?"  For  does  he  not  say  therein 
that  the  stump — from  armpit  to  tip — measured  but  4  inches  in  lengthy 
and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  for  any  artificial  contrivance?  This,  too, 
after  he  had,  as  he  sa3'S5  "  convinced  myself  (himself)  by  trial.  Any- 
thing 1  (he)  could  wear  was  only  a  dead  weight  and  of  no  use  whatever, 
in  fact  in  the  way,  and  thus  worse  than  useless." 

It  is  worthy  of  note,  too,  that  this  statement  was  made  at  a  time 
when  there  was  no  provision  of  law  which  specifically  considered  any 
such  condition  as  that  certified  to  bv  the  soldier — a  condition  that  was, 
however,  afterwards  provided  for  by  the  act  of  August  4,  188();  but 
he  was  merely  arguing,  from  his  point  of  view,  what  he  thought 
should  be  construed  as  the  intent  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1885,  an  act 
increasing  the  rate  of  pension  for  ''loss  of  an  arm  at  the  shoulder 
joint,"  the  provision  of  which,  he  thought,  included  "all  cases  where 
the  amputation  was  so  near  the  shoulder  that  an  artificial  limb  can  not 
be  used,"  for,  as  he  said: 

I  can  not  sec  the  reason  or  justice  for  drawing  ko  fine  a  distintttion  lx?tween  the 
two  classes  of  cases. 

Relative  to  the  assertion  that  the  "'  claimant  is  equally  silent  on  this 
subject,"  it  is  noted  that  although  she  had  not  at  that  time  made  an 
affidavit  as  to  the  point  of  amputation  of  the  soldier's  arm,  she  did 
contend  in  her  appeal  filed  December  8, 1899,  that  her  '^  husband's  arm 
was  amputated  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus,"  and  stated  *' a  letter 
which  he  wrote  many  j'cars  ago  (the  letter  of  August  27,  1885,  (juoted 

herein)  shows  the  length  of  the  stump,"  and  further  said: 

* 

It  is  also  shown  by  the  certificate  of  the  only  medical  examination  ever  ordered 
by  the  Pension  Office,  and  by  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Crummer,  who  attended  him  in 
hLs  last  illness. 

She  also  contended  in  her  said  appeal  that  the  fact  as  to  her  husband's 
arm  having  been  amputated  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus  was 
clearl}'  shown  by  the  admissions  of  the  medical  referee  in  his  advisory 
opinion  in  the  case  dated  November  26,  1897. 

The  said  advisory  opinion  will  be  set  out  in  full  herein  later  on. 

In  a  recent  affidavit  of  the  appellant,  executed  April  9, 1900,  which, 
of  course,  was  not  before  the  Department  when  the  former  decision 
in  the  case  was  rendered,  it  is  shown  that  she  did  have  personal 
knowledge  as  to  the  fact  that  the  stump  of  the  soldier's  arm  was 
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actually  measured,  and  the  points  of  mea^surenient  are  given.     The 
affiant  states,  in  part,  as  follows: 

*  *  *  1  cared  for  and  niirgtNl  the  noldier  many  yearn,  having  opportunitiea  for 
obt«erving  Ins  arm. 

The  right  arm  was  certainly  amputated  above  the  middle  of  the  humerun.  I  know 
this  by  frequently  seeing  lK)th  arms  naked,  when  the  amputated  arm  ai»peared  to  be 
about  one-third  the  length  of  the  left  arm  from  elbow  to  shoulder  joint. 

I  declare  on  one  occasion  I  saw  my  husl)and  measure  tlie  stump  with  a  rule,  and 
it  measured  scant  4  inches  in  length  from  armpit  to  point  of  anximtation. 

1  further  declare  that  the  soldier  attempted  to  wear  an  artificial  arm  and  found  it 
impossible  to  do  so.     *    *    * 

The  length  of  the  stunip^  of  the  soldier  s  right  arm  was  also  shown 
hy  the  report  of  the  examining  surgeon  by  whom  the  soldier  was 
examined  August  19,  1874,  the  only  official  medical  examination  ever 
made  of  the  pensionei*,  and  by  the  testimony  of  Ur.  Benjamin  F. 
Crummer,  Upland  C.  Ilicks,  and  S.  C.  Snydam. 

The  said  report  of  the  examining  surgeon  and  testimony  of  Dr. 
Crummer  were  referred  to  and  commented  upon  in  the  attached 
decision,  but  the  testimony  of  Hicks  and  Snydam  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  considered. 

The  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  states: 

I  lis  right  ann  is  off  about  5  inches  l)elow  the  shoulder  joint. 

The  only  comment  on  the  above  report  was,  *"  It  does  not  appt»ar 
*     *     *     from  what  point  the  examining  surgeon  made  his  estimaU\'' 

In  this  connection  it  is  now  deemed  but  proper  to  state  that 
inasmuch  as  there  was  at  that  time,  August  liJ,  1874,  no  law  which 
provided  a  pension  for  the  loss  of  an  arm,  except  "  *  *  *  at  the 
shoulder  joint/' and '"'  *  *  *  above  the  ellx>w,""  and,  consequently, 
there  being  no  instructions  to  examining  surgeons — such  as  have  bi»en 
issued  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  4,  18«S(3 — then  extant, 
relative  to  the  method  of  examining  claimants  for  pension  on  account 
of  disabilities  of  this  character,  it  is  not  to  be  (expected  that  the  exact 
line  of  section,  or  whether  it  was  at,  above,  or  below  thi»  middle  of  the 
humerus,  would  be  shown  in  the  rei)ort  of  an  examination  made  at 
such  a  time.  The  report  of  the  examination  in  this  case  showed  very 
clearly  that  the  amputation  was  not  *'at  the  shoulder  joint,''  but  that 
it  was  '"above  the  elbow."  This  ))eing  conclusively  shown,  there  was 
no  further  requirement  to  be  complied  with. 

It  is  also  deemed  proper  to  state  that,  in  castas  involving  the  loss  of 
an  arm,  or  a  portion  thereof,  the  certificate*,  of  an  exanjining  surgeon, 
or  of  a  board  of  examining  surgeons,  is  usually  regarded  as  sufficient 
to  show  the  point  of  ahiputation  and  determine  the  class  within  which 
the  case  under  consideration  may  come;  and  had  the  rejxn't  of  the 
examination  held  in  this  case  stated  that  the  stump  of  the  soldier's  arm 
was  7,  or  8  inches  in  length,  instead  of  saying  that  it  was  about  5 
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inches  long,  there  is,  I  think,  no  question  but  what  the  said  report 
would  have  been  accepted  as  conclusively  showing  that  the  amputa- 
tion had  been  made  below  the  middle  of  the  humerus;  at  least,  testi- 
mony so  positive  and  convincing  as  to  show,  almost  beyond  the 
peradventure  of  a  doubt,  that  the  finding  of  the  examining  surgeon 
was  error  would  have  to  be  furnished  before  his  report  would  he 
regarded  as  having  been  controverted.  This  ])eing  true,  should  not 
the  same  degree  of  confidence  ))e  placed  m  the  statement  of  the  exam- 
ining surgeon  in  this  case,  that  the  stump  of  the  soldier's  arm  was  but 
5  inches  long,  and  thus  ])ring  the  same  within  the  rule  laid  down  in 
the  aforesaid  Curran  decision,  especiall}'^  when  his  report  is  corrobo- 
I'ated  by  the  testimony  of  another  physician,  of  three  neighbors,  one 
of  ^'hom  measured  the  stump,  and  of  the  soldier's  widow,  and  by  his 
own  statement  made  at  a  time  long  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
August  4,  1886^ 

Dr.  Crummer,  a  physician  of  good  repute,  has  testified  in  the  case 
on  two  separate  occasions  as  to  the  length  of  the  stump  in  question.  In 
his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner.  May  26,  1807,  he  said:    ' 

The  Htump  of  tlio  arm  I  would  call  a  conical  stump — considerable  muscular  atro- 
phy, I  did  not  meafjure  the  stump  from  the  outside.  I  eHtimate<l  it  from  the  axil- 
lary fold  to  end  of  the  bone — a])out  2  to  2J  inches. 

It  .should  be  remembered  that  at  the  time  Dr.  Crummer  had  the 
soldier  under  his  professional  care  and  observation — Februaiy  25  to 
March  17,  1891 — the  latter  had  no  claim  for  increase  or  re  rating  on 
file,  the  Curran  decision  had  just  been  or  was  about  to  be  promul- 
gated—of which  fact,  however,  he  was  probably  ignorant — and  there 
was,  consequently,  no  occa.sion  for  his  taking  the  measurement  of  the 
said  stump.  Besides  which,  the  soldier  was  critically  ill — on  his  death 
bed,  in  fact — and  the  doctor's  attention  was  not  especially  directed  to 
hi.s  arm,  although  he  closely  observed  the  same,  as  is  shown;  and  it 
seems  incredible  that  had  the  amputation  l)een  made  below  the  middle 
of  the  humerus,  thus  leaving  a  stump  over  6  inches  in  length,  an  intel- 
ligent observer,  especially  a  physician,  who  is  supposed  to  be  familiar 
with  such  matters,  should  estimate  the  distance  from  the  "axillarv 
fold  to  the  end  of  the  ])one"  to  be  but  2^  inches.  His  testimonv  has 
not  heretofore,  I  think,  been  given  due  weight. 

S.  C.  Snydani,  in  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner,  said: 

When  I  first  met  him  (the  soldier)  he  wah  minus  the  right  arm;  it  was  off  close 
to  his  shoulder. 

Hyland  C.  Kirk  stated  in  a  deposition  dated  April  29, 1897,  that  his 
relations  with  the  soldier  were  very  intimate.  He  further  deposed 
and  said: 

Both  l>eing  soldiers,  we  often  .spoke  of  our  army  life,  which  le<l  to  the  question  of 
the  woun<l  which  caused  the  amputation  of  his  arm.  The  humerus  was  shattered 
badly,  he  said,  and  "in  the  amputation  of  it  a  hungling  <iiH*ration  was  i)erformed, 
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and  the  amputation  being  4  or  5  inches  from  tlie  Hhoulder,  the  result  was,  consider- 
able dead  bone  was  left  in  the  wound,  which  acted  unfavorably  upon  his  nerves  and 
feelings." 

In  a  recent  affidavit,  filed  with  the  pending  motion,  G.  Smith  Stan- 
ton, of  Great  Neck,  Long  Island,  N.  Y.,  states  that  he  lived  at  one 
time  at  Portsmouth,  Iowa,  at  which  place  the  soldier  was  formerly 
station  agent  for  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Com- 
pany; that  he  knew  the  soldier  well;  that  the  latter's  right  arm  *' was 
off  near  the  shoulder/'  and  that — 

*  *  *  On  one  occasion,  while  rubbing  the  Htub  of  the  arm  of  the  said  Anderson 
in  order  to  see  if  a  pair  of  lines  could  be  placed  over  said  stub  if  occasion  required 
said  Anderson  to  drive  a  span  of  horses,  deponent  measured  said  stub  with  said 
dei)onent*8  hand  and  found  the  length  of  said  stub  was  exactly  the  width  of 
deponent's  hand — i  inches. 

It  does  not  appear,  after  a  careful  search  of  all  the  papers  in  the 
caise,  that  the  medical  referee  has  ever  expressed  a  positive  opinion 
that  the  soldier's  right  arm  was  not  amputated  al)ove  the  middle  of 
the  humerus.  In  an  advisory  opinion,  dated  August  31,  1897,  in  the 
widow's  claim  under  the  general  law,  which  was  then  under  consider- 
ation upon  appeal,  the  statement  is  made  that — 

The  history  of  this  case  shows  that  soldier  received  a  gunshot  wound  of  the  right 
arm,  and  the  same  was  amputated  l.)etween  the  shoulder  and  elbow. 

A  very  safe  and  noncommittal  statement,  although  the  point  of 
amputation  was  not  then  pertinent  to  the  question  at  issue. 
In  a  slip  of  reference,  dated  June  12,  1893,  he  stated: 

It  is  of  reconl  that  amputate<l  stump  was  5  inclu^  in  length. 

And  in  an  advisory  opinion,  dated  November  26,  1897,  in  response 
to  an  order  from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  he  state — 

*  *  *  whether,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Department,  this  soldier  wiis  entitled 
to  the  $45  rate  at  the  time  of  his  death  by  reason  of  |)ensioned  causes — 

the  medical  referee  said: 

In  an  aflidavit  filed  in  IWH  the  soldier  stated  that  in  November,  1863,  he  received 
a  shot  from  a  musket,  which  entered  right  arm  a})Out  4  inches  above  elbow,  shatter- 
ing the  bone,  and  that  arm  was  afterwards  amputated.  8o  far  as  the  pajx^rs  show, 
the  only  medical  examination  was  made  August  19,  1874,  whic^h  shows  right  arm  off 
about  5  inches  below  shoulder  joint. 

An  examination  of  the  nuMlical  authorities  would  setnn  to  indicate  that  the  averagi*. 
length  of  the  humenis  of  a  man  of  the  soldier's  height  is  a  little  over  12  inches.  The 
examination  shows  stump  al)out  5  inches  long,  but  theiv  is  nothing  to  show  that 
accurate  measurement^)  were  made. 

While  the  presumption  is  that  the  arm  was  amputate<l  at  or  al)ove  the  middle  of 
the  humenis,  we  are  not  in  possession  of  such  information  as  to  warrant  a  positive 
opinion  sa  to  the  exact  point  of  the  amputation. 

The  foregoing  is  the  opinion  heretofore  referred  to  in  this  commu- 
nic*ation  and  which,  it  was  stated,  would  later  ])e  set  out  in  full  herein. 
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As  will  be  observed,  this  most  recent  advisory  opinion  of  the  med- 
ical referee  is  quite  negative  as  to  whether  the  allowance  of  the  J^o 
rate  was  wariunted;  and  it  is  only  by  implication  that  he  held  that 
title  to  said  rate  had  not  been  established. 

If,  as  he  states,  "'the  presumption  is  that  the  arm  was  amputated  at 
or  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus,''  what  matters  it  whether  ''the 
exact  point  of  amputation ''  is  shown  or  not^  As  long  as  the  facts 
presented  in  the  case  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  amputation  was 
made  at  or  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus  it  does  not  appear  how 
the  status  of  the  case  would  be  affected  bv  failure  to  show  the  exact 
line  of  section. 

And  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  in  the  case  even 
tending  to  show  that  the  amputation  was  made  below  the  middle  of 
the  said  bone,  it  would  seem,  ins.tead  of  holding  that  '**  *  *  at 
best  *  *  *  V)ut  a  mere  suspicion  that  soldier's  arm  may  have 
been  amputated  alx)ve  the  center  of  the  humerus  *  *  *"  is  created 
by  ''the  evidence  in  this  case,"  as  was  done  in  the  decision  attached 
hereto,  that,  per  contra,  the  opinion  was  fully  warranted  that  there 
was,  in  reality,  oiily  the  mere  shadow  of  a  suspicion  that  the  said 
opei-ation  on  the  soldier's  right  arm  was  not  performed  at  or  above 
the  middle  of  the  humerus. 

Conceding,  then,  that  the  length  of  the  bone  in  the  soldier's  right 
arm  was,  as  stated  by  the  medical  referee,  "a  little  over  12  inches" 
before  the  amputation  was  juade,  and  that  the  stump  left  after  the 
operation  was,  as  stated  by  the  examining  surgeon  and  shown  by  the 
evidence,  but  o  inches  long,  the  conclusion  naturally  follows  that  the 
section  of  the  humerus  was  made  somewhat  above  its  center.  Espe- 
cially is  this  so  when  it  is  considered  that  the  length  of  the  \x)ne  in 
the  stump  nmst,  necessarily,  be  less  than  that  of  the  stump  itself;  for 
the  rule  of  first  importance  is,  in  amputations,  after  having  first  deter- 
mined the  proper  line  of  section,  to  have  plenty  of  flap:  that  is,  the 
soft  parts  which  are  to  form  the  cushion  or  covering  of  the  end  of  the 
bone  for  its  protection. 

But  one  other  statement  in  the  decision  hereto  attached  remains  to 
be  considered  in  connection  with  the  pending  motion  for  the  reconsid- 
eration of  that  decision  in  its  entiretv. 

It  is  stated  th(»rein  that: 

Ah  was  lu'l<l  in  the  recent  deeinion  in  the  ctiseof  Charles  K.  Borthwiek,  alias  Frank- 
lin Brmvn  (10  P.  D.,  249): 

*'A  hni^  line  of  (lecisiunn  are  uniform  and  hamioniouH  to  the  effect  that  ca-^eH  long 
since  adjutlicated  by  previouw  administrations  will  not  be  disturl)ed  for  slight  or 
trivial  rt^asons,  nor  upon  mere  matter  of  opinion  a«  to  the  weight  of  evidence,  nor 
upon  matters  involving  merely  an  exercise  of  judgment  or  discretion,  but  only  when 
glaring  error,  mistake,  or  manifest  injustice  is  apparent  from  the  record  or  the 
evidence." 
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A  numl)er  of  I'aso.s  were  cited,  in  which  similar  rules  had  been  laid 
down,  as  tending  to  sustain  the  views  above  set  forth;  )>ut  when  it  is 
considered  that  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  was  an  act  which  provided 
certain  specific  i^ates  of  pension  for  (certain  specific  causes  of  disabil- 
ity, named  in  the  act,  and  that  its  terms  were  mandatory  as  to  the 
payment  of  the  said  rates,  the  cause  of  disability  lacing  established,  it 
must  be  acknowledged  that  the  iiiles  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited  can 
hardly  l)e  held  to  apply  to  the  case  at  Imr,  mi  less,  perhaps,  that  part 
of  the  same  referring  to  cases  in  which  "''  *  *  *  error,  mistake, 
or  manifest  injustice  is  apparent "  may  be  said  to  l>c  applicable  to  the 
(question  now  under  consideration. 

It  has  been  deemed  advisable  to  discuss  thus  fully  each  phase  of  the 
questions  at  issue  in  this  case  in  order  that  it  may  not  be  charged  that 
the  Department  is  inconsistent  in  reaching  certain  conclusions  at  one 
time,  and  then  holding  entirely  different  views  a  short  time  thereafter, 
when  the  conclusions  in  each  instance  are  based,  practically,  upon  the 
saine  set  of  facts. 

It  will,  however,  I  think,  l)e  appreciated  that  all  the  material  facts 
presented  in  this  case  have,  upon  review,  been  ac^corded  a  more  care- 
ful and  thorough  consideration  than  was,  perhaps,  givc»ii  the  same 
when  the  attached  decision  was  rendered. 

But  it  now  seems  nmch  more  likelv  that  the  view^s  enunciated  in  the 
said  decision  were  based  upon  a  mis^^onception  of  the  said  facts  and  of 
the  de<*isions  and  laws  applicable  thereto  as  well. 

In  a  comnmnication  accompanying  the  pending  motion  in  this  case 
it  was  stated  that  the  said  motion  was  ''in  no  shape  intended  as  a 
reflection  "  on  foniier  departmental  action  in  the  premises,  and  it  was 
suggested  therein  that — 

courtH  of  justice,  which  have  much  lesn  business  to  do,  and  far  greater  opportunities 
to  give  conHidenition  to  cases,  often  have  their  decisions  reconsidered  and  reverscnl, 
and  where  there  is  such  a  muUitude  of  work  to  do,  *  *  *  in  referent^e  to  j)ension 
erases,  it  is  not  surprising,  not  to  l)e  wondered  at,  that  in  occasional  instances  ai)parent 
errors  or  mistakes  have  been  committed. 

The  aptness  of  the  foregoing  statement  is  quite  apparent,  and  its 
truth  can  not,  of  course,  be  questioned;  and  inasmuch  as  this  Depart- 
ment is  the  highest  tribunal  to  which  an  applicant  for  pension  can 
appeal,  upon  a  question  of  fact,  for  the  preservation  of  what  he  ma}" 
consider  hLs  just  rights,  any  decision  which  may  be  rendenul  here 
being  subject  to  revision  only  by  the  Department  itself,  the  gn^atest 
care  should  be,  and  generally  is,  exercised  before  deciding  adv^ersely 
to  the  interests  of  a  claimant  for  a  pension,  while,  at  the  same  time, 
the  interests  of  the  Government  must  be  properly  protcH'ted. 

Enough  has  been  said  herein,  I  think,  to  show  that  the  Department 
is  now  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  presented  in  this  case  war- 
rant the  conclusion  that  the  soldier's  right  arm  was,  for  ix5nsionable 
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pui-poses,  amputated  "so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the  Uf>e 
of  an  artificial  limb,"  and  it  is  held  that  he  should  have  received  a  pen- 
sion at  the  rate  of  $45  instead  of  $36  per  month  from  August  4,  1880, 
to  the  date  of  his  death.     Departmental  decision  of  February  27, 19<X>, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  hereto,  affirming  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  the  premises,  is  therefore  overruled  and  set  aside;  and  inasmuch  a>i 
the  widow  of  the  said  soldier  was,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Abram  Duryee  (3  P.  D.,  276),  permitted  to  file  an 
application  for  the  rei'ating  of  her  husband's  claim,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  August  4, 1886,  it  is  hereby  directed  that  such  action 
as  may  be  necessary  looking  to  the  readjustment  of  the  rate  in  the  sol- 
dier's claim,  and  to  the  payment  to  the  said  widow  the  difference- 
between  the  rate  allowed  and  the  rate  to  which,  as  herein  determined, 
he  was  entitled  for  the  period  named,  shall  be  taken  at  as  early  a  date 
as  practicable,  as  the  case  has  been  made  special. 

The  motion  for  the.  reconsideration  of  former  departmental  action 
in  the  case  is,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  sustained,  and  the  jmpers 
in  the  case  are  returned  herewith. 


SERVICE— MILITIA. 

iNSTRUCmONS. 

The  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  oases  of  Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D.,  295 ), 
William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Walter  Morris  (9.  P.  D.,  462),  and  all  similar  case**, 
which  recognize**  certain  militiamen  as  having  been  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States,  should  continue  to  be  accepted  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  as  precedentt^ 
under  which  to  adjudi(«te  pension  claims  of  the  class  therein  described.  (See 
20  Op.  Atty.  Genl.,  322. ) 

Secretary  E,   A,  Ifitcheock  to  th^  CominisHitmer  of  Penfunm.s^  Juiu*  7. 

1900, 

Herewith  I  transmit  a  copy  of  an  opinion  this  day  rendered  by  the 
Assistant  Attorney -(xcneral,  which  is  given  at  my  request  in  response 
to  your  letter  of  Decem})er  21,  181>9,  inquiring  whether  the  decisions 
of  the  Department  in  the  pension  claims  of  Randolph  M.  Manley, 
William  Bice,  Walter  Morris,  and  similar  cases  should  be  further 
accepted  by  the  Pension  Bureau  as  precedents  under  which  to  adjudi- 
cate claims  of  the  class  described  in  said  decisions. 

This  opinion  has  received  my  approval,  and  has  therefore  become 
my  response  to  your  inquiry. 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-(Teneral  above 

referred  to:  [Ed. J 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

WdHfiingto)}^  Jane  7,  1900, 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Sir:  Under  vour  recent  reference  1  have  considered  the  communi- 

cation  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  of  December  :21, 1899.  inquir- 
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ing  whether  the  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  pension  claims  of 
Eandolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D.,  295),  William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Walter 
^Morris  (9  P.  D.,  462),  and  similar  cases  should  be  further  accepted  by 
the  Pension  Bureau  as  precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  claims  of 
the  class  described  in  said  decisions. 

After  careful  considemtion  of  these  departmental  decisions,  and  of 
the  opinions  of  Assistant  Attorney-General  Shields  (5  P.  D.,  310)  and 
Attorney-General  Miller  (20  Op.  A.  G.,  322),  and  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  April  12, 1866  (14  Stat,  32),  which  recognize  these  militiamen 
as  having  been  "in  the  service  of  the  United  States,"  I  am  of  opinion 
that  said  departmental  decisions  should  continue  to  be  accepted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions  as  precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  pension 
claims  of  the  class  therein  described. 
Very  respectfully, 

Willis  Van  Devanter, 

Assistant  Attorney- Getiet^aL 
Approved  June  7, 1900. 

E.  A.  Hitchcock,  Seet^etary, 


I3ISC1TARG  E— DESERTION— PR  ACTICE. 

Jerome  Woodin,  alias  Frank  Allen. 

In  1891  pension  was  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  when  the  practice 
required  only  a  final  honorable  discharge  from  the  ser\ace;  therefore  the  deser- 
tion of  an  applicant  for  pension  under  said  act  from  his  first  service  was  no  bar 
to  pension.  The  practice  having  been  changed  so  as  to  require  an  honorable 
discharge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  performed  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  properly  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  deserter. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbdl  to  the  O(ynwiissionei*  of  Pfmsimis^ 

June  8,  1900, 

Jerome  (bonie  on  the  rolls  of  his  companies  as  Wm.  J.)  Woodin, 
late  of  Companies  H  and  D,  Ninetieth  New  York  Infantry,  alias  Frank 
Allen,  late  landsman.  United  States  Navy,  has  appealed,  November  14, 
1898,  from  the  refusal,  May  13,  1898,  to  restore  his  name  to  the  rolls 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  which  it  had  been  dropped 
December  11,  1897.  The  dropping  was  on  the  ground  that  pensioner 
had  not  received  a  discharge  from  all  the  service  which  he  contracted 
to  render  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  being  a  deserter  from  the 
first  above-named  service  when  he  enlisted  in  the  Navy,  The  charge 
of  desertion  was  subsequently  removed,  but  the  denial  of  restoration 
was  on  the  ground  that  a  ratable  degree  of  disability  under  said  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  no  longer  existed. 

The  basis  of  appeal  is  that  a  pensionable  disability  does  exist,  and 
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the  board  of  surgeoiiJi  that  last  examined  him  did  him  an  injustice  in 
reporting  otherwise.  And  he  asks  that  he  be  sent  before  another 
board.  No  reference  is  made  in  this  appeal  to  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  undei"  the  general  law.  The  only  question  therefore  to  \)e 
determined  is  whether  the  action  in  the  case  under  the  act  of  Juno  :?7. 
1890,  as  taken  was  regular  and  justified  by  the  facts. 

A  brief  summary  of  the  historv  of  these  claims  will  cfive  a  clearer 
understanding  of  the  reasons  for  and  propriety  of  the  action  taken. 
The  appellant's  first  application  was  filed  February  25,  1869,  and 
alleged  sciatica  of  the  right  leg  as  having  been  contracted  during  hi> 
service  on  the  gunboat  Hed  limber  in  the  fall  or  winter  of  1864.  In 
another  applicfition,  filed  November  12,  1872,  he  alleged  that  his  dis- 
ability was  total  stiflfness  of  right  leg,  caused  by  taking  mercury  while 
serving  on  said  vessel,  and  his  disease  was  called  by  the  surgeons 
sciatic  rheumatism.  That  claim  w^as  rejected  September  27,  1873, 
'^  upon  the  report  of  the  special  examiner."'  Said  report  was  chiefly-  a 
recapitulation  of  the  facts  shown  by  the  record  of  appellant's  ser\'ice 
in  both  the  Army  and  Navy,  with  the  expression  of  an  opinion  that 
the  alleged  disability  was  not  a  result  of  the  naval  service,  and,  as  he 
was  a  deserter  from  the  array  service,  he  was  not  pensionable  for  any 
disabilitv  contracted  therein. 

The  record  of  these  services  shows  the  following:  He  enlisted 
Novem])er  10,  1861,  in  Company  H,  Ninetieth  New  York  Infantry,  as 
William  J.  Woodin;  was  present  to  June,  1862,  when  he  was  sentenced 
*'to  forfeit  fifteen  days'  pay  by  order  of  a  regimental  couit-martiai; " 
was  transferred  t^  Company  E,  and  on  rolls  of  that  company  for  Ma\' 
and  June,  1868,  was  reported  sick  in  hospital  at  Baton  Rouge;  on  the 
rolls  for  January  and  February,  186-1,  he  was  reported  as  ''desert<?r 
from  Port  Hudson,  La.,  June  13,  1863,  with  full  equipments;  due 
United  States  for  equipments  lost,  $24.46."'  On  regimental  returns 
for  February,  1864,  he  was  reported  ''deserted  June  13,  1863,  at  Port 
Hudson;  improperly  reported  absent  sick."  Not  borne  on  the  rolls 
as  Jerome.  The  medical  records  covering  the  foregoing  service  show 
that  he  was  treated  in  regimental  hospital  in  October,  1862;  December, 
1862;  twice  in  January-,  1863,  and  in  March,  1863.  His  disabilities 
were  vermes,  acute  diarrhea,  bronchitis,  rheumatism,  and  tertian 
intermittent  fever. 

He  enlisted  as  Frank  Allen,  landsman,  on  board  the  lied  Hover,  at 
Memphis,  Tenn.,  September  7,  1864,  was  carried  on  the  rolls  of  said 
vessel  to  June  15,  1865,  when  discharged.  During  this  service  the 
medical  record  shows  him — 

admitted  at  na^'al  station,  McHind  City,  111.  (as  William  Allen,  acting  boatswain), 
January  20, 1865,  with  erysipelas;  disease  affecb<  nearly  the  whole  right  leg;  pil.  oath. 
CO.,  iodid,  potass.  Poverg  powder.  Nausea  and  vomiting.  Gastric  and  intestinal 
disorder:    Tr.  opii.  camph.     Origin  not  stated.     Discharged  February  1,  1865,  to 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  15 

Red  Mover,  Admitted  Februan'  1,  1865,  with  erysipelas,  lej?.  No  hospital  ticket  on 
file.  Journal  states:  "His  di6iiea«*e  originated  in  the  line  of  duty,  having  been  con- 
tracted by  exposure  to  cHmatic  influences."  No  record  of  treatment.  Discharged 
February  25,  1865,  to  duty.  Naval  station.  Mound  City,  III.  Admitted  Marcli  4, 
1865,  witli  dropsy,  the  result  of  di.seased  liver.  No  record  of  origin  or  treatment. 
Discharged  March  8,  1865;  condenmed  ]>y  me<lical  survey  and  granted  fifteen  dayn' 
leave.     No  record  of  survev  on  file. 

Another  .statement  is  tliat- 

the  name  of  Frank  Allen  does  not  ap]iear  on  the  journal  of  the  Hed  Jiovcr,  l>ut  as 
the  disease  for  which  William  Allen  was  treate<l  apjjears  to  agree  with  that  claimed 
hy  applicant  it  is  presumed  that  the  medical  officer  may  have  made  an  error  in  enter- 
ing? the  name. 

Claimant  doey  not  appear  to  have  made  any  fuilher  effort  to  prose- 
cute this  claim  after  its  rejection  in  1873,  beyond  the  filing  of  a  few 
affidavits  as  to  his  condition  after  discharge.  It  was  taken  up  again, 
however,  and  rejected  December  11,  1897,  on  the  ground  that  when 
he  enlisted  in  the  Navy  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  Company  E, 
Ninetieth  New  York  InfantrA',  as  shown  bv  the  record  of  the  War 
Department.  And  once  again  said  claim  was  considered  and  the  ground 
of  rejection  was  changed  Fe})ruarv  18,  1899.  to  ''no  ratable  disability 
from  sciatica  of  right  leg  since  discharge.'' 

In  the  meantime  claimant  had  filed,  July  14, 1890,  a  claim  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  disability  from  sciatica  rheu- 
matism and  disease  of  heart.  The  claim  was  admitted  in  July,  1891, 
at  $6  per  month,  but  for  different  disabilities  than  those  alleged,  the 
medical  examination  only  showing  catarrh  and  lumbago.  This  allow- 
ance was  under  the  practice  of  the  Bureau,  sanctioned  by  rulings  of 
the  Department,  requiring  only  that  a  final  honorable  discharge  from 
rebellion  sei'V'ice  should  be  shown.  Subsequently  this  practice  and 
the  ralings  were  abrogated  by  departmental  decisions  which  held  that 
the  law  required  an  honorable  discharge  of  a  claimant  under  said  act 
from  any  and  all  services  engaged  to  be  performed  b}'  him. 

Under  this  construction  the  pensioner,  being  borne  on  the  record  as 
a  deserter  from  his  army  service,  was  notified  that  his  name  would  be 
dropped  from  the  rolls,  and  such  action  was  consummated,  as  before 
indicated,  on  December  11,  1897.  Thereupon  he  filed,  February  3, 
1898,  an  application  for  reconsideration,  declaring  that  he  was  never  a 
deserter,  and  the  charge  against  him  had  been  removed.  A  call  being 
made  upon  the  War  Department  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  his 
statement,  it  was  reported  in  response  to  said  call,  that— 

the  charge  of  deeertion  of  June  13,  1863,  against  this  man  ia  removed  and  he  is  dis- 
charged to  date  June  13, 1863,  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
approved  March  2, 1889. 

The  status  of  the  claimant  being  thus  changed  he  was  ordered  for 
medical  examination,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether  he  was  still 


16  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

entitled  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  b}'  reason  of  intmpacity  for 
earning  his  support  by  manual  labor.  The  following  certificate  datect 
March  30,  1898,  describes  his  condition  at  that  time: 

Pulse  rat^,  72;  respiration,  IH;  tenii)eratiire,  98^;  height,  5  feet  7  inches;  weigbt, 
IHl  pounds;  age,  54  years. 

General  appearance  and  muscular  development  go<xi — skin  normal,  tongue  clean, 
and  hands  calloused.     No  evidence  of  sciatica  or  of  rheumatism. 

Apex  of  heart  1  inch  Wow  and  2  inches  internal  to  left  nipple,  evident  only  on 
palpation;  area  of  dullness  not  increased;  rhythm  normal,  and  no  murmurs;  no 
liypertrophy,  dilatation,  dyspnoea,  oodema,  or  cyanosis. 

Pulse,  standing,  80,  and  after  brisk  exercise  88;  chest  measures  34  inches  expira- 
tion, and  37§  inches  inspiration.  Chest  symmetrical;  breathing  free  and  easy;  no 
abnormal  sounds  discovered  on  auscultation  and  no  dullness  on  percussion. 

Urine — acid — sp.  gr.  1020,  no  albumen  (heat  and  HNOj)  and  no  sugar  (Fehling), 
no  evidence  of  j)ile«,  congestion  of  hemorrhoidal  vessels,  fissures,  fistulse,  prolapse, 
or  ulceration. 

Trachoma  both  lids  right  eye  from  burn  of  lime.    No  evidence  of  general  debility. 

All  other  joints?,  muscles,  tendons,  and  nerves  found  normal.  No  evidence  of  other 
disabilities  or  of  vicious  habits. 

No  disabilities  fouml  sufficient  to  warrant  a  rating. 

As  will  be  seen  a  ratable  disability  was  not  shown,  and  the  claim  was 
rejected  for  that  reason  May  7, 1898.  Some  (juestion  was  raised  in  the 
Bureau  as  to  the  correctness  and  regularity  of  this  action,  the  claim 
being  one  for  restoi'ation.  The  chief  of  the  law  division  was  called 
upon  for  an  opinion  up<^n  the  matter,  and  responded  with  this 
statement: 

If  the  charge  of  desertion  had  lx?en  removed  from  the  record  of  tliis  soldier  at  the 
date  of  his  dropping  in  December,  1897,  he  should  l)e  restort^d  to  the  rolls,  and  if 
found  to  be  not  pensionably  disabled,  he  should  be  given  the  legal  notice  under  the 
act  of  December  21,  1893,  to  drop  his  name  from  the  mils.  If,  however,  at  the  time 
the  pensioner's  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  in  December,  1897,  the  charge  of 
desertion  standing  against  him  had  not  been  removed,  and  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  showed  that  he  was  a  deserter,  he  was  legally  dropi)ed  from  the  rolls, 
and  should  not  be  restored;  and  Wfore  his  name  can  l)e  again  placed  on  the  rolls,  he 
must  establish  new  title  to  pension. 

This  is  regarded  as  a  correct  statement  of  the  rule  applicable  to  such 
situation,  and,  as  will  l)e  observed,  the  rule  was  followed  in  the  action 
taken.  That  is,  as  far  as  was  known  at  the  time  of  the  dropping,  the 
charge  of  desertion  was  still  standing  against  the  soldier,  and  under 
the  law,  as  it  had  been  constmed,  the  dropping  was  not  only  proper 
but  impei-ative.  So,  also,  in  adjudicating  the  claim  for  restoration  it 
was  within  the  province  of  proper  authority  and  a  duty  to  ascertain 
whether  claimant  was  still  pensionably  disabled,  and  when  it  was  found 
he  M^as  not,  to  reject  the  claim. 

There  is  one  question  which  suggests  itself  in  connection  with  this 
review  of  the  adjudication  above  mentioned,  and  which  might  have 
been  pertinent,  but  which,  under  the  existing  circumstances  of  the  case, 
is  not  deemed  important.     This  question  pertains  to  the  correctness  of 
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the  information  regarding  olaimant's  desertion  at  the;  time  his  name 
wan  dropped  from  the  rolls.  It  has  been  stated  that  as  far  as  then 
known  the  charge  of  desertion  was  still  standing  on  the  record.  But, 
the  report  showing  this  fact  was  made  in  1873.  No  report  had  been 
<-ailed  for  in  connection  with  the  proposition  to  stop  payment.  Very 
soon  after  the  dropping  claimant  filed  the  application  for  restoration, 
declaring  that  the  charge  of  desertion  had  been  removed,  and  when  a 
report  was  received  later  this  declaration  was  verified.  It  is  true  the 
report  reads,  ''the  charge  of  desertion  is  removed,"  as  if  it  was  an 
action  then  taken,  but  the  previous  declaration  of  claimant  indicates 
that  the  removal  may  have  been  accomplished  sometime  before. 

If  it  were  time  that  the  charge  had  been  removed  prior  to  the  drop- 
ping, and  that  such  dropping  was  actually  not  warranted  at  the  time 
upon  the  basis  of  such  charge  the  failure  of  the  Bureau  to  ascertain  the 
facts  and  the  action  taken  would  be  considered  in  oixlinarv  circum- 
stances,  such  error  as  would  justify  the  restoration  of  the  pension  and 
payment  from  the  date  of  dropping,  provided  the  claimant  had  been 
ratably  disabled.  And  just  here  is  the  saving  clause  in  this  matter, 
that  claimant  is  shown  not  to  have  been  so  disabled  and  was  not  entitled 
on  the  score  of  incapacity  to  earn  his  support  by  manual  labor,  so  that 
whether  the  ground  of  dropping  was  altogether  the  true  one  or  not,  he 
will  not  be  restored  merely  to  cure  an  irregularity.  The  fact  remains 
that  he  was  not  then  entitled  and  it  could  not  be  seriously  contended 
that  the  Government  should  be  required  to  restore  and  pay  a  pension 
for  which  there  was  no  title,  upon  a  technicality. 

The  reasonableness  of  this  position  is  self -apparent.  Besides,  there 
is  ample  authority  for  it  in  the  laws,  which  confer  large  discretion 
upon  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  the  matter  of  stopping  or 
reducing  pensions  when  found  to  be  without  proper  title;  also,  in  the 
decisions  of  the  Department  in  cases  of  similar  import.  But  it  is  not 
certain  that  this  question  properly  arises  in  this  case,  and  it  is  re  fori  ed 
to  only  to  meet  the  ol)jection  if  it  should  come  up  in  the  future  l)y 
reason  of  a  change  in  the  record  as  it  now  exists  in  the  claim. 

There  is  still  another  matter  which  might  be  important  in  the  event 
the  claimant  should  be  found  pensionable  in  the  future.  In  the  report 
of  the  War  Department  relative  to  the  removal  of  the  charge  of  deser- 
tion it  is  stated  that  such  action  was  taken  '*  under  the  provisions  of 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1880."  That  section  j^rovides, 
among  other  things,  that  ''•the  absence  from  the  service  (of  any  bene- 
ficiary of  said  law)  did  not  exceed  four  months."  The  reports  now  on 
file  show  that  this  soldier  was  absent  at  least  nine,  if  not  more  than 
fourteen  months;  and,  while  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  this 
Department  to  call  in  question  the  propriety  of  the  action  of  another 
Department  or,  necessarily,  to  know  the  basis  on  which  such  action  is 
taken,  3'et  it  is  always  proper  to  reciuest  a  full  report  from  the  records 
p.  D.— VOL.  11 2 
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touching  the  military  or  naval  service  of  a  claimant  for  pension. 
Thus,  should  this  claim  come  up  for  adjudication  again,  such  report 
should  be  called  for  so  as  to  secure  full  information  on  the  matters 
referred  to. 

As  alreadv  indicated,  the  action  in  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  was  proper  and  is  aflSrmed. 


rate— depexdent  rei^atr\'p:i^-commexcement. 
Eliza  Hodgman  (Mother). 

A  dependent  mother  who  claims  by  reason  of  death,  of  service  origin,  is  entitled  to 
a  rating  of  but  $12  i>er  month  when  the  origin  of  the  death  cause  was  contracted 
while  soldier  was  a  private,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  said  soldier  afterwards 
l)ecame  a  commissioned  officer. 

The  right  to  a  j^ension  is  not  a  vested  right.  The  date  of  commencement  of  a 
dependent  mother's  pension,  under  the  general  law,  is  governed  by  the  act  of 
March  3,  1879. 

AftS7\sta7it  Secretary  F.  Z.  CamjjheU  to  the  Coinmimiaiwr  of  Pe7u^'<ms, 

Jwie  U,  1900, 

Eliza,  as  dependent  mother  of  Clinton  E.  Hodgman,  formerly  a  pri- 
vate and  sergeant  in  Company  K,  Twenty -second  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  later  a  second  lieutenant  in  Company  E,  of  said  regi- 
ment, filed  her  applications  under  both  laws  on  October  12,  1897,  the 
one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  being  admitted  on  May  5, 1898,  at 
$12  per  month,  to  date  from  October  12,  1897.  An  appeal  filed  on 
August  15,  1898,  contends  that  appellant  is  entitled  to  %16  per  month, 
to  date  from  soldier's  discharge. 

Soldier  was  enrolled  on  May  16,  1861,  as  a  private  in  Company  K 
aforesaid,  and  was  promoted  to  sergeant  and  transferred  to  Company 
E,  same  regiment,  on  October  4,  1862,  and  was  mustered  in  as  a  sec- 
ond lieutenant  on  December  22,  1862,  being  discharged  on  May  31, 
1863.  During  his  service  ai>  private  and  sergeant  he  contracted  rheu- 
matism, which  resulted  in  disease  of  heart,  from  which  he  died  on 
June  30,  1870.     The  above  are  all  of  the  material  accepted  facts. 

Counsel  raises  two  issues  of  law,  viz:  First,  that  the  soldier  being 
a  second  lieutenant  at  the  time  of  discharge,  his  dependent  mother  is 
entitled  to  a  pension  in  accordance  with  said  mnk,  counsel  citing  the 
act  of  July  14,  1862,  and  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  in  support  of 
the  contention.  Second,  that  the  pension  should  date  from  soldiers 
discharge,  relying  upon  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  in  sup- 
port thereof.  He  contends,  also,  that  the  act  of  ijarch  3, 1879,  has  no 
application,  the  first-mentioned  act  being  part  of  soldiers  enlistment 
contract,  and  that  an  application  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  would 
be  in  violation  of  section  9  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
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United  States,  which  provides  that  ''no  bill  of  attainder  or  ex  post 
fa<^'to  law  shall  be  passed." 

In  considering  the  first  proposition  it  is  noted  that  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  calls  the  attention  of  counsel  to  section  4696,  Revised 
Statutes,  asserting  that  this  section  is  to  be  read  in  connection  with 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes.  To  this  counsel  replies  that  section 
4696  relates  entirely  "  to  the  claim  of  an  officer,  and  in  no  manner  regu- 
lates or  determines  the  pension  which  his  dependent  mother  shall 
receive."  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  counsel's  point,  in  the  main,  is 
well  taken;  for  I  see  no  necessity  of  taking  section  4696  into  consider- 
ation in  the  case.  The  basis  of  claimant's  title  is  not  dependent  upon 
section  4696,  and  said  section  could  only  affect  the  case,  if  at  all,  in  a 
very  incidental  manner.  Claimant's  title  is  based  on  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  which,  in  turn,  is  but  a  designation  of  persons  enti- 
tled to  a  pension,  who  become  so  entitled  by  reason  of  their  relation- 
»ship  or  affinity  to  those  mentioned  in  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised 
Statutes.  These  last  two  sections  place  title  in  a  soldier  by  reason  of 
"disease  contracted  while  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  in 
the  line  of  duty,"  and  section  4707  carries  the  right,  upon  the  death  of 
the  soldier  bv  reason  of  such  disease  and  under  such  circumstances,  to 
the  mother  of  such  soldier.  The  claimant,  then,  must  rest  the  founda- 
tion of  her  title  upon  that  pail  of  the  Revised  Statutes  which  grants 
the  title  to  her  son,  which,  avoiding  all  collatei'al  phases  of  the  ques- 
tion, is  the  first  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

Now,  admitting  that  the  son  was  entitled  to  a  pension  under  section 
4693,  Revised  Statutes,  we  find  by  the  facts  in  this  case  that  this 
claimant  is  thereb}^  entitled;  and  the  first  query  is.  How  much  of  a 
pension?  In  other  words,  What  is  the  rate?  Section  4707  says  "the 
same  pension  as  such  person  (soldier)  would  have  been  entitled  to  had 
he  been  totally  disabled,"  and  it  being  admitted  that  soldier  received 
his  injur}'  prior  to  his  becoming  a  commissioned  officer,  there  is  but 
one  possible  rate  under  section  4695,  and  that  is  IfS  per  month.  This 
rate  was  the  only  rate  for  the  dependent  mother  of  one  who  died  by 
reason  of  army  service,  the  disabling  cause  ])eing  incurred  or  contracted 
as  a  private,  until  1886,  when,  on  March  19, 1886,  this  rate  was  increased 
to  5^12  per  month. 

Attorney's  argument  upon  this  point  is  virtually  based  upon  the  pro- 
position that  claimant's  son,  because  he  was  an  '*  officer"  at  discharge, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  a  pension  according  to  such  official  rank, 
<]Uoting  in  support  thereof  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  and 
in  which  is  found  the  following: 

The  mother  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  game  pension  as  puch  officer  or  other 
person  would  have  been  entitled  to  hat!  he  l3een  totally  disabled. 

No  such  proposition  can  be  deduced  from  the  language  of  the  stat- 
ute save  by  a  deceptive  use  of  the  sense  of  its  words;  for  it  was  not 
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as  an  '"officer"  tha*:  the  son  could  have  been  pensioned,  but  it  was  as 
a  private  that  he  contracted  the  disability,  and  it  was  only  as  a  private 
that  he  could  have  been  pensioned.  The  soldier  would  have  had  title 
as  an  ''enlisted  noian"  under  subdivision  first,  section  4693,  Revised 
Statutes.  His  rate  would  have  been  $8  per  month  under  section  4695, 
Revised  Statutes.  His  dependent  mother,  under  the  facts,  would  have 
been  entitled  to  said  rate  under  section  4707,  and  said  rate  was 
increased  to  $12  per  month  under  the  act  of  March  19,  1886. 

The  contention  that  appellant  is  entitled  to  $16  per  month  is  not 
supported  by  the  law. 

The  specific  contention  of  the  appeal  is  to  the  effect  that  the  pension 
should  conmience  at  the  date  of  soldier's  discharge,  and  in  this  con- 
nection counsel  says: 

As  to  the  second  proposition,  we  may  admiti  without  jeopardizing  said  proposition, 
that,  standing  alone,  the  act  of  March  3,  1S79,  page  34  of  said  Revision,  might  make 
the  pension  to  commence  from  the  date  of  receipt  of  the  application  at  Washing- 
ton, and  therefore  commenced  at  the  correct  date;  but  the  statute  referred  to  has 
no  possible  application  to  this  case  for  the  reason  that  the  soldier  was  promoted 
after  the  pension  act  of  July  14,  1862,  went  into  effect;  and  therefore  the  said  sec- 
tion 3  beoEune  a  part  of  his  contract  of  enlistment,  and  could  not  be  changed  in  any 
respect  by  Congress  at  any  time  thereafter.  As  well  could  CJongress  pass  a  law 
requiring  this  soldier,  if  living,  to  pay  back  a  part  of  his  monthly  pay  as  to  under- 
take, by  subsequent  act,  to  vary  and  alter  the  contract  which  became  absolutely 
binding  on  the  United  States  when  the  officer  accepted  promotion. 

This  argument  is  based,  as  is  readily  seen,  upon  the  theory  that  the 
right  to  a  pension  is  a  part  of  the  enlistment  conti*act,  and  being  con- 
tractual, is  therefore  a  vested  right.  This  theory,  although  upheld 
by  many  well  versed  in  law,  is  not  tenable,  for  it  has  been  declared 
imsound  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  In  the  case  of 
United  States  v.  Teller  (107  U.  S.,  64)  the  court  said:  "Pensions  are 
the  bounty  of  the  Government,  which  Congress  has  the  right  to  give, 
withhold,  distribute,  or  recall,  at  its  discretion;"  citing  in  support  of 
such  doctrine  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Walton  v.  Cotton  (17  How., 
355). 

The  act  of  March  3,  1879,  section  2,  is  clear  and  unambiguous  in  its 
terms  and  needs  no  construction.  It  provides  as  to  "all  pensions" 
(save  those  of  insane  persons  and  minors  within  16  years  of  age)  that 
a  claim  filed  subsequent  to  July  1,  1880,  shall,  it  allowed,  commence 
from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application;  thereby  amending  that 
portion  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  which  fixes  the  date  of 
commencement  not  as  the  date  of  discharge,  but  as  the  date  of  death. 

The  second  ground  of  appeal  is  clearly  in  contravention  of  law. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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sekvice— mexican  ^var. 
Meta  Thornton  (widow). 

It  appearing  from  the  official  recorti  of  the  military  eervice  of  the  deceased  soldier 
during  the  Mexican  war,  and  from  the  testimony  on  file  in  this  case,  that  the 
soldier  was  dulv  enlisted  for  8er\'ice  in  the  war  with  Mexico  as  a  recruit  for  a 
regiment  then  on  duty  in  Mexico,  and  that  he  served  for  a  term  of  more  than 
sixty  days  under  orders  and  **en  route"  to  the  seat  of  war  to  join  his  command, 
such  service  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  required  by  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  entitles  his  widow  to  pension  thereunder. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioiier  of  Pensions^ 

June  18,  1900. 

Meta  Thornton  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  on  Januaiy  14,  1899, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887,  as  widow  of  Henry  F.  Thornton  (deceased),  late  an  unas- 
signed  recruit  for  the  First  Regiment  of  Virginia  Volunteers,  Mex- 
ican war,  alleging  that  said  soldier  had  been  duly  enlisted  for  mili- 
tary' service  in  said  war  as  a  recruit  for  said  regiment,  and  had  served 
as  such  for  more  than  sixt}'  daj^s  under  orders  and  ''en  route"  to  join 
his  command  at  the  seat  of  war  in  Mexico,  had  been  honorably  dis- 
charged from  said  service,  and  had  died  on  December  13,  1898,  leav- 
ing her  a«  his  widow  surviving. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  March  28, 
1899,  upon  the  ground  that  the  deceased  soldier  was  not  shown  to 
have  served  for  sixty  days  with  the  Army  of  the  United  States  in 
Mexico,  or  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto,  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  entitle 
his  widow  to  pension  thereunder. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  May  18, 1899. 

The  ofScial  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the 
deceased  soldier  was  duly  enlisted  on  December  2, 1847,  as  a  recruit 
for  the  First  Virginia  Volunteers  for  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico, 
and  was  mustered  into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  at 
Bowling  Green,  Va.,  on  December  31, 1847,  to  date  from  day  of  enlist- 
ment; was  forwarded,  under  orders  to  join  his  command  in  Mexico, 
with  detachment  of  unassigned  recruits  to  Fort  Monroe,  Va. ;  rolls  of 
said  detachment  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  for  Januarv  and  February, 
1848,  show  him  present,  and  that  he  was  mustered  out  of  the  service 
and  honorably  discharged  with  said  detachment  of  recruits  at  Fort 
Monroe,  Va.,  on  February  29,  1848. 

The  length  of  the  soldier's  term  of  military  service  from  date  of 
enlistment  to  discharge,  as  shown  by  the  foregoing  official  record,  was 
two  months  and  twenty-eight  days.  The  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment also  show  that  during  the  whole  time  of  the  soldier's  service  the 
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First  Virginia  Volunteers,  for  which  he  was  recruited,  was  on  active 
service  in  the  field  in  Mexico,  and  was  stationed  at  Buena  Vista,  Mexico. 

The  testimony  on  file  in  this  case  relative  to  the  soldier's  Mexican 
war  service  corresponds  in  all  respects  with  the  foregoing  official  rec- 
ord, and  shows  that  he  was  eYilisted  for  the  Mexican  war  in  Decem- 
ber, 1847,  at  Bowling  Green,  Va.,  as  a  recruit  for  the  First  Virginia 
Volunteers,  which  regiment  was  then  in  Mexico;  that  he  was  for- 
warded  to  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  where  he  joined  a  detachment  of  recruits 
for  the  same  regiment  under  orders  to  join  their  command  in  Mexico; 
that  he  remained  there  as  a  member  of  said  detachment,  awaiting  trans- 
portation and  orders  to  leave  for  Mexico,  until  the  date  of  his  muster 
out  of  the  service  and  discharge. 

The  beneficiaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29, 1887, 
are  the  surviving  officers  and  enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia, 
and  volunteers  of  the  military  and  naval  forces  of  the  United  States — 

who,  being  duly  enlisted,  actually  served  for  sixty  days  with  the  Army  or  Navy  of 
the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto 
in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actually  engaged  in  a  battle  in  said  war  and 
were  honorably  discharged,  *  *  *  and  the  surviving  widows  of  such  officers  and 
enlisted  men. 

Under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  and  under  the  foregoing  official 
record  and  proof  of  military  service,  the  deceased  husband  of  this 
appellant  was  in  October,  1887,  allowed  a  pension  as  a  Mexican  war 
survivor  from  the  date  of  said  act,  January  29, 1887,  upon  the  basis  of 
a  military  service  of  more  than  sixty  days  "en  route"  to  the  seat  of 
war  during  the  war  with  Mexico.  In  July,  1893,  the  soldier's  pension 
was  "  briefed"  for  dropping;  and  an  application  filed  by  him  for  the 
increase  of  said  pension  provided  b}'  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  was 
also  *' briefed"  for  rejection  upon  the  same  grounds  upon  which  this 
claim  of  his  widow  for  pension  has  been  rejected;  but  such  contem- 
plated action  appears  to  have  been  abandoned  and  never  carried  out, 
for  in  December  of  the  same  3'ear  increase  of  his  pension  was  allowed 
the  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  5, 1893,  and  on 
March  12,  1897,  he  was  allowed  a  further  increase  to  ^16  per  month 
by  a  special  act  of  Congress,  which  rating  he  was  receiving  at  the  date 
of  his  death. 

It  is  a  most  singular  circumstance  that  this  soldiers  Mexican  war 
service  should  have  been  found  sufiicient  to  entitle  him  to  a  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  in  October,  1887, 
and  again  in  December,  1893,  when  he  was  allowed  increase  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  and  in  March,  1899,  with  no 
change  whatever  in  the  law  or  the  requirements  for  pensionable  title 
thereunder,  the  claim  of  his  widow  for  pension  under  said  act  should 
be  rejected  because  of  insufficient  service  by  the  soldier.  If  this  claim 
of  the  soldier's  widow  wa^  properly  rejected,  it  necessarily  follows 
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that  the  soldier  had  no  title  to  the  pension  which  was  allowed  and  paid 
to  him  from  January  29,  1887,  to  December  13,  181)8,  the  date  of  his 
death,  for  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  the 
surviving  widow  of  the  pensioner  thereunder  succeeds  to  the  pension 
and  her  right  and  title  thereto  is  based  upon  the  same  service;  the 
statute  prescribes  no  additional  requirements  whatever,  relative  to 
the  nature  or  extent  of  the  soldier's  service,  as  a  basis  for  her  title  to 
pension. 

This  case  is  preciseh"  similar  in  all  respects,  both  as  to  the  nature 
and  character  of  the  military  service  rendered  by  the  soldier  and  the 
question  of  pensionable  title  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Janu- 
ary 29,  1887,  to  the  case  of  Emily  J.,  widow  of  Aaron  D.  Lyons, 
uuassigned  recruit,  Third  United  States  Dragoons,  Mexican  war,  No. 
13076  (Letter  Book  No.  261,  p.  288),  decided  by  this  Department  on 
November  20,  1897.  In  deciding  said  case  the  Department  uses  the 
following  language: 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  in  view  of  a  just  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  law,  it  is  believeil  that  the  soldier's  claim  was  properly 
alloweii  in  1888,  and  upon  the  same  service  his  widow  is  equally  entitled  to  the  benefits 
of  said  act. 

It  is  obvious  as  a  prerequisite  to  pension  to  the  soldier  or  his  widow,  under  the  act 
of  January  29,  1887,  some  one  of  the  specified  conditions  must  be  complied  with. 

Upon  reference  to  the  record  of  this  soldier  it  is  apparent  that  the  only  condition 
prescribed  under  which  pension  could  be  granted  was  service  of  sixty  days  en  route 
to  Mexico,  the  seat  of  war. 

The  first  requirement  is,  the  claimant  must  have  been  "  duly  enlisted,"  which  may 
be  in  any  branch  of  the  military  or  naval  service. 

The  record  shows  that  this  soldier  was  enlisted  February  23,  1848,  "  for  the  war," 
at  Washington,  Ind.,  for  the  Third  United  States  Dragoons.  In  his  declaration  for 
pension  filed  July  30,  1887,  the  soldier  swears  that  he  enlisted  at  Washington,  Ind., 
January  — ,  1848,  in  a  company  commanded  by  Lemuel  Ford,  in  the  Third  United 
States  Dragoons.  Witnesses  who  enlisted  at  the  same  time  in  the  same  command 
teetif\  that  they  enlisted  at  Vincennes,  Ind.,  in  Capt.  Lemuel  Ford's  company,  Third 
Dragoons,  and  by  order  of  Captain  Ford  they  started  on  the  way  to  Mexico  by  way 
of  Evansville,  Ind.,  and  from  Evansville  they  went  to  Jefferson  Barracks,  Mo.;  that 
the  sole  purpose  of  said  enlistment  wan  to  participate  in  the  war  with  Mexico.  That 
the  detachment  remained  at  Jefferson  Barracks,  under  orders,  anil  perfoniied  all 
duties  under  instnictions  until  discharged. 

This  testimony  is  fully  corrolH)rated  by  the  soldier's  record,  and  in  addition  the 
re<'oni  shows  that  the  Third  United  States  Dragoons  was  in  Mexico  at  the  seat  of  war 
at  that  time,  and  that  the  soldier  wa.s  paid  from  date  of  enlistment  to  date  of  dis- 
charge. It  must  therefore  be  conceded  that  this  soldier  was  "duly  enlisted  "  in  an 
organization  for  the  Mexican  war,  and  under  orders  started  en  route  for  the  seat  of 
war.  That  he  was  **en  route  thereto,"  while  traveling  under  orders  from  Evansville, 
Ind.,  to  Jefferson  Barracks,  Mo.,  is  practically  admitted  in  your  communication  to 
this  claimant  under  date  of  January  4,  1896,  but  that  is  held  to  Ix?  the  limit  of  his 
service  in  that  direction. 

If  the  Third  United  States  Dragoons  had  been  engage<l  elsewhere  than  in  Mexico 
at  that  time,  or  the  soldier  had  ])et»n  detached  from  the  oriranization  in  which  he 
enlisted  and  assigned  permanently  to  other  duty  having  no  connection  directly  or 
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indirectly  with  the  Mexican  war  service,  or  for  any  reason  he  had  been  diverted  from 
the  original  purpose  of  his  enlistment,  there  would  be  reasonable  ground  for  the  con- 
clusion that  his  service  was  insufficient  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  law. 

But  such  is  not  the  case.  He  was  duly  enlisted  as  a  i-ecruit  for  a  regiment  engaged 
in  the  Mexican  war,  and  his  services  were  accepted.  He  was  forwarded  from  the 
place  of  enlistment  en  route  to  Mexico,  and  with  his  detachment  he  was  detained 
and  held  at  Jefferson  Barracks,  Mo.,  by  military  authority.  He  was  carried  on  the 
mufiter  roll  of  the  detachment  of  said  regiment  from  date  of  enlistment  to  the  date 
of  his  discharge  as  **  present."  He  was  mustered  out,  and  paid  for  four  months  and 
fifteen  days*  8er\uce  as  a  member  of  said  regiment.  It  is  true  that  he,  with  the  de- 
tachment, did  not  reach  the  regiment  in  Mexico,  the  point  of  destination,  but  it  must 
be  admitted  he  was  en  route  thereto,  and  that  he  was  delayed  without  fioult  or 
neglect  on  his  part  and  in  obedience  to  military  orders. 

Under  these  conditions  it  would  be  unreasonable  and  inconsistent  to  assume  that 
this  soldier's  enlistment^  and  service  which  commenced  at  the  date  of  enlistment, 
had  no  direct  connection  with  the  military  operations  of  that  war. 

In  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Young,  June  26,  1897  (9  P.  D.,  44) ,  a  similar  case,  it  was 
held  as  follows: 

**  The  period  of  time  included  in  the  term  *en  route  thereto '  in  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887,  commences  at  the  date  of  soldier's  enlistment,  when  his  service  in  the 
war  with  Mexico  confonns  in  other  respects  with  the  requirements  of  the  terms  of 
said  act,  and  where  the  soldier  is  not  resjwnsible  or  chargeable  with  delay  in 
finally  reaching  Mexico,  the  coasts  or  frontiers  thereof." 

The  period  of  this  soldier's  service  exceeds  the  minimum  service  required  under 
the  law,  and  as  the  evidence  shows  he  was  en  route  to  the  seat  of  war  in  obe- 
dience to  military  authority,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  said  8er\ace  should  be 
considered  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  law. 

The  foregoing  language  is  directly  applicable  to  the  fact*?  of  this 
case  and  correctly  states  the  law. 

This  case,  as  well  as  the  one  from  which  the  foregoing  citation  was 
made,  is  to  be  distinguished  from  that  class  of  cases  arising  under  the 
same  act  where  the  soldier  is  shown  to  have  enlisted  in  some  organi- 
zation which  was  in  process  of  being  formed  and  organized  for  mili- 
tar}'  service  in  the  Mexican  war,  but  which  never  left  the  place  of 
organization  o\  rendezvous  under  orders  to  proceed  to  the  seat  of  war 
in  Mexico,  or  where  the  soldier  remained  on  duty  at  the  place  of  ren- 
dezvous after  his  command  had  been  ordered  to  Mexico  and  never 
received  orders  to  rejoin  it,  or  where  he  had  been  discharged  the  serv- 
ice prior  to  the  date  upon  which  his  command  had  left  the  place  of 
organization  under  orders  to  proceed  to  Mexico.  In  such,  and  all 
similar  cases,  it  has  been  properly  held  by  the  Department  that  the 
soldier  could  not  be  considered  as  having  ever  been  ^'en  route"  to 
Mexico,  and  that  such  service  failed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
act  of  January  i^O,  1887.  In  this  case,  however,  as  in  the  case  of 
Lj^ons  (supra),  the  soldier  was  enlisted  as  a  recruit  for  a  regiment  then 
on  active  service  at  the  seat  of  war  in  Mexico,  and  the  record  and  the 
testimony  both  show  that  he  left  the  place  of  his  enlistment  and  mus- 
ter into  the  service  under  orders  to  join  his  regiment  in  Mexico.  The 
fact  that  he  was  halted  bv  militarv  authority  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va., 
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and  remained  there,  does  not  affect  the  case  at  all.  He  was  at  Fort 
Monroe,  Va.,  as  a  member  of  a  detachment  of  recruits  for  his  regi- 
ment and  remained  there  in  obedience  to  orders,  but  he  was  unques- 
tionably at  that  time  ^*en  route"  to  join  his  regiment,  since  the  only 
reason  that  could  possibly  be  assigned  for  said  detachment  of  recruits 
to  which  he  belonged  being  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  at  that  time,  was 
that  they  were  assembled  or  stationed  at  that  place  on  their  way  to 
join  their  command  in  Mexico,  and  for  the  purpose  of  being  trans- 
ported and  forwarded  to  the  seat  of  war.  The  fact  that  they  were  not 
thus  forwarded,  and  did  not  ultimately  join  the  regiment  in  Mexico, 
does  not  alter  the  unquestionable  fact  that  they  were,  during  all  the 
time  they  were  held  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  under  orders  to  join  their 
re^ment  at  the  seat  of  war,  *'en  route"  to  Mexico. 

The  only  reasonable  construction  that  can  be  put  upon  the  service 
of  the  deceased  soldier,  as  shown  by  the  evidence  in  this  case,  is  that 
he  should  be  considered  as  ''en  route"  to  Mexico  from  the  date  of  his 
enlistment  to  the  date  of  his  discharge,  and  as  said  service  covered  a 
period  of  more  than  sixty  days  it  fully  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  was  a  pensionable  service 
thereunder. 

Consequently,  the  allowance  and  payment  of  pension  to  the  soldier 
as  a  Mexican  war  survivor  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  was  proper 
and  in  accordance  with  the  law,  but  the  rejection  of  the  claim  of  his 
widow  for  pension  upon  the  ground  stated  was  clearl}^  erroneous,  and 
said  action  of  rejection  is  hereby  set  aside  and  reversed,  and  you  are 
requested  to  cause  said  widow's  claim  to  be  reopened  and  rcadjudi- 
c^ted  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


~i — 
attorneyship— rorfeiture-recognition. 

John  Quinn  (claimant). 

J.  B.  Cralle  &  Co.  (attornets). 

The  following  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Ezra  Gamer,  dated  November  26,  1898, 
and  in' the  case  of  John  Dennert,  dated  July  30,  1898,  is  affirmed,  viz:  Where 
an  attorney  who  has  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau  subsequently  has  been 
(lenie<l  recognition  does  not  appeal  for  recognition  within  a  reasonable  time 
thereafter,  he  thereby  forfeits  all  rights  he  may  have  in  the  case  from  the  time 
he  was  so  notified. 

Tbe  rale  does  not  contemplate  attorneys  contesting  for  recognition  whose  rights 
would  become  forfeited  upon  their  failure  to  call  up  a  case  at  proper  intervals. 

Am»tant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  dmimmioner  of  Pensim}^^ 

June  22,  1900. 

The  appellants,  J.  B.  Cralle  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  Novem- 
ber 16,  1899,  entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the 
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matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  September  19,  1896,  in  the  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  of  John  Quinn,  who  served  in 
Company  E,  Ninety -eighth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  John  Quinn,  H.  D.  Phillips,  of  Washington,  D.  C-, 
August  28,  1890,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  Thereafter  Mr.  Phillips  rendered  no  further  material  service 
in  the  claim.  The  appellants,  July  16, 1892,  filed  a  second  declaration 
in  the  claim,  which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  their  favor.  They 
filed  evidence  (claimant's  statements)  August  15,  1892,  and  January, 
1893,  and  calls  for  status  December  7, 1893,  October  5, 1894,  and  June 
12,  1898. 

C.  E.  Foote,  of  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  June  5, 1894,  filed  a  third  decla- 
ration for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  contained  a 
power  of  attorney  in  his  favor,  and  on  Januar}'  27, 1896,  filed  evidence 
in  response  to  call  of  the  Bureau,  which  completed  the  claim. 

On  July  5,  1894,  Mr.  Foote  and  the  appellants  were  informed  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  recognition. 

Certificate  issued  September  19,  1896,  in  the  claim  to  allow  pension 
from  August  28,  1890,  date  of  filing  declaration  for  pension  to  Mr. 
Phillips.  On  said  issue  no  fee  was  paid  to  Messrs.  Cralle  &  Co.,  hence 
this  appeal. 

The  Bureau  has  assigned  two  grounds  of  neglect  upon  the  part  of 
the  appellants,  either  of  which  might  work  a  forfeiture  of  their  rights. 
One  cause  is  their  failure  for  one  year  to  enter  an  appeal  from  the 
action  of  the  Bureau  iu  denying  them  recognition.  In  support  of  this 
view  the  Bureau  cites  the  decisions  of  this  Department  in  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Ezra  Garner,  certificate  No.  543682,  dated  November  25, 
1898  (32  F.  P.  L.  Bk.,  257);  John  Dennert,  certificate  No.  407977, 
dated  July  30,  1898  (32  F.  P.  L.  Bkf.,  199). 

In  the  cases  cited  it  was  held,  in  substance,  that  where  an  attornev 
had  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau  and  subsequently  was  denied  fur- 
ther recognition,  unless  the  attorney  entered  an  appeal  from  said 
action  he  forfeited  all  rights  he  mav  have  had  in  the  claim. 

This  conclusion  was  reached  upon  reasoning  that  it  was  the  province 
of  the  Bureau  to  decide  whether  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  recognition; 
and  where  an  attorney  who  has  ])een  denied  further  recognition 
ac(|uiesces  in  such  action,  all  his  rights  at  once  terminate;  for,  hav- 
ing a  good  title  to  recognition,  he  would  profit  by  the  services  of  other 
attorneys  who  were  subsequently  recognized  hy  the  Bureau  and  com- 
pleted the  case  or  rendered  material  service,  were  the  former  permit- 
ted to  assert  his  claim  to  recognition  after  the  laps(^  of  so  long  a  time 
and  notice  of  the  adverse  action  of  the  Bureau.  Hence  it  was  held 
In'  the  Department  that  unless  such  an  attorn(\v  entered  an  appeal  for 
recognition  within  a  reasonable  time  from  the  adverse  action  of  the 
Bureau,  his  rights  in  a  case  thereupon  terminated.     This  view  still 
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meets  with  the  approval  of  the  Department,  and  the  decisionjs  in  the 
cases  of  £zi*a  Garner  and  John  Dennert  are  hereby  adhered  to. 

However,  it  was  not  proposed  that  said  rule  should  apph^  to  other 
conditions  than  those  enumerated  in  the  rule  itself.  One  of  these  con- 
ditions is  that  the  attorney  whose  title  to  recognition  has  been  denied 
shall  have  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau.  The  rule  does  not  include 
a  case  where  an  attorney  has  an  inchoate  right  to,  or  has  become  entitled 
to,  recognition,  though  he  has  not  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau.  For 
such  rights  of  an  attorney  to  or  to  become  entitled  to  recognition  may 
be  preserved  by  calls  for  status.  Hence  to  require  an  attorney  thus 
entitled  to  enter  an  appeal  would  compel  him  to  submit  his  case  when 
not  complete  and  when  the  well-known  rules  of  practice  point  out  a 
method  by  which  he  can  acquire  recognition  if  a  vacancy  in  the  attor- 
neyship oc^curs  in  one  instance,  and  preserve  his  title  to  recognition  in 
the  other,  though  he  has  not  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau.  In  other 
words,  the  rule  has  reference  to  attorneys  of  record  in  a  case  and  not 
to  attorneys  who  are  contesting  for  recognition. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  appellants  can  not  properly  be  denied 
recognition  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Garner  and  Dennert  cases. 

The  second  ground  upon  which  the  Bureau  denied  the  appellants 
recognition  is  that  they  forfeited  their  rights  through  their  failure  to 
call  up  the  case  at  proper  intervals. 

The  claim  was  filed  by  Mr.  Phillips  August  28,  1890.  The  appel- 
lants contested  his  rights  to  recognition  under  a  power  of  attorney  in 
their  favor  contained  in  a  declaration  filed  by  them  July  16,  1892. 
In  order  for  them  to  acquire  recognition  by  the  Bureau  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  them  to  file  evidence  necessary  to  prima  facie  establish  the 
case  and  then  call  it  up,  as  they  would  be  required  to  do  were  they  the 
original  attorneys  in  the  case,  or  at  least  to  render  material  service  or 
call  up  the  case  at  intervals  of  one  year  until  recognized  by  the 
Bureau  or  until  the  claim  was  allowed.  The  appellants  did  neither. 
They  filed  evidence  and  call  slips  at  regular  intervals  from  the  time 
they  appeared  in  the  claim  to  October  5,  1894,  but  during  the  follow- 
ing year  (ending  October  5,  1895)  they  did  not  perform  any  service, 
cither  material  or  formal.  At  that  time,  and  subsequently,  in  order  to 
prima  facie  establish  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  it  was  incumbent  upon  an  attorney  to  tile  evidence  as  to  non- 
vicious  habits,  and  this  without  a  call  bv  the  Bureau.  There  was  no 
evidence  as  to  nonvicious  habits  filed  in  this  claim  on  or  prior  to 
October  5,  1895;  so  the  case  was  not  then  prima  facie  completed. 
Therefore  the  appellants  became  in  default  under  rule  12  through 
their  failure  to  take  any  action  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case  and 
their  failure  to  call  up  the  case  during  the  year  ending  October  5, 
1895.  The  rule  as  to  evidence  required  for  prima  facie  establishintr  a 
case  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  now  materially  different  from 
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the  rule  as  here  stated.  The  rule  now  governing  is  found  in  the  case, 
Jerome  B.  Fetterly  (10  P.  D.,  460).  But  the  nile  governing  the  prac- 
tice in  this  particular  as  to  filing  of  evidence  as  to  nonvicious  habits 
in  claims  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  to  a  period  subse- 
quent to  1895,  was  as  herein  set  forth.  It  is  under  the  practice  ai>  it 
then  was  that  the  question  of  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  appellants 
arose  and  is  determined. 

Upon  the  default  of  the  appellants  the  power  of  attorney  in  favor 
of  Mr.  Foote  became  operative,  as  there  was  no  longer  any  bar  to  his 
recognition  under  his  contract  with  the  claimant.  He  therefore  super- 
seded them  in  the  attorneyship.  Subsequently  he  was  recognized  by 
the  Bureau  as  the  attorney  of  the  claimant  and  filed  evidence  which 
completed  the  case. 

The  appellants  were  denied  a  fee  upon  the  ground  that  under  rule 
12  they  had  forfeited  their  rights  by  neglecting  the  case  for  more  than 
one  year,  and  while  in  neglect  had  been  superseded  in  the  attorneyship. 

Action  affirmed. 
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Catherine  Meade  (widow). 

A  soldier,  retired  after  thirty  years'  service,  can  not  be  considered  as  still  in  the  serv- 
ice for  pensionable  purposes  without  due  proof  of  the  origin  of  disability  in 
line  of  duty.  The  service  contemplated  by  the  law  is  active  service,  and  dis- 
ability or  death  must  be  shown  to  be  due  thereto. 

Soldier  having  had  syphilis  in  service  and  there  being  intervals  between  his  enlist- 
ments, as  well  as  four  years  of  separation  from  active  service  after  his  retirement, 
can  not  be  presumed  to  have  contracted  disease  of  urinary  organs,  which  led  to 
his  death,  in  service  and  line  of  duty  simply  because  his  active  service  extended 
over  thirty  years.     Definite  proof  of  origin  and  continuance  is  necessary. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  tlie  Corn rnlss ion er  of  Pensions^ 

June  '27,  1900, 

Catherine  Meade,  widow  of  William  Meade,  late  of  Company  F, 
One  hundred  and  fifty -eighth  New  York  Infantry,  Battery  K,  Third 
United  States  Artillery,  and  Hospital  Corps,  United  States  Army, 
filed  her  application  for  pension  July  23,  1897,  alleging  that  her  hus- 
band, who  had  served  thirty  years  in  the  Army  and  was  on  the  retired 

7  •■'ft'  •■ 

list,  died  at  Garfield  Memorial  Hospital,  Washington,  D.  C,  June  18, 
1897,  and  that  his  fatal  disease  was  the  result  of  his  army  seryice. 

The  claim  was  rejected  May  14,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  there  is 
neither  record  nor  other  eyidence  connecting  the  cause  of  soldier's 
death,  viz,  rupture  of  the  urethra,  due  to  retention  of  urine,  and  septi- 
caemia, while  on  the.  retired  list,  with  his  active  service,  and  claimant 
declares  her  inability  to  furnish  the  required  proof.     This  action  was 
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taken  in  response  tx)  a  statement  from  the  claimant  declaring  her  ina- 
bility to  furnish  the  evidence  of  origin  called  for,  and  requesting  that 
if  the  <'laim  could  not  be  admitted  without  such  evidence  it  should  be 
rejected  at  once,  in  order  to  give  her  the  chance  of  securing  a  pension 
b^'  special  act  of  Congress.  Nevertheless,  when  it  was  so  rejected  an 
appeal  was  filed,  June  4,  1900,  assigning  said  action  as  error  and  con- 
tending, first,  that  although  retired  soldier  was  still  in  the  service  and 
subject  to  the  control  and  direction  of  the  War  Department,  and 
therefore  his  death  was  in  the  service,  and,  second,  that  even  if  he 
should  be  held  to  be  out  of  the  service  his  disability  should  naturally 
be  presumed  the  result  of  his  long  service,  occurring  as  it  did  soon 
after  his  retirement. 

Neither  of  these  contentions  can  be  considered  of  much  weight.  As 
to  the  fii'st,  it  may  be  stated  that  while  it  is  true  a  retired  officer  or 
soldier  is  in  a  sense  still  in  the  service  in  so  far  as  he  must  comply 
with  certain  army  regulations  and  obey  orders  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment relative  to  certain  specified  matters,  yet  the  service  in  which  dis- 
ability must  be  contracted  or  death  must  occur  to  give  title  to  pension 
has  been  uniformly  regarded  as  active  service,  military  operations 
under  the  immediate  supervision  and  conunand  of  officers  in  the  field 
or  at  a  post  or  station.  As  a  rule,  and  for  the  most  part,  a  retired 
soldier,  as  this  one  was,  is  relieved  of  all  active  duty  and  from  the 
command  of  his  officers  and  is  free  to  control  his  own  actions,  being 
much  the  same  as  when  on  furlough,  if  not  actually  in  the  enjoyment 
of  all  privileges  of  a  civilian  and  not  connected  with  the  Army.  So 
that  in  this  situation  this  soldier's  death  can  not  be  said  to  have 
oi'curred  in  the  service. 

Regarding  the  second  contention,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  while  sol- 
dier's service  covered  a  period  of  thirty  years,  extending  from  August 
18,  1862,  to  May  24,  1893,  yet  there  were  intervals  between  some  of 
his  discharges  and  reenlistments,  and  there  was  a  space  of  four  ^ears 
after  his  active  service  ceased  until  his  death,  and  during  these  periods, 
especially  the  latter,  it  was  altogether  possible  that  the  fatal  disease 
originated,  in  which  case  it  could  not  be  attriy)utod  to  his  service  in 
line  of  dutv.  Then  there  is  another  fact  disclosed  by  the  record  which 
is  repugnant  to  the  presumption  urged  in  the  appeal,  namely,  that 
during  his  service  in  Company  K,  Third  United  States  Ai'tiller3%  in 
1880,  soldier  was  treated  for  primary  syphilis,  a  disease  which  might 
have  been  a  forerunner  and  intimately  connected  with  the  cause  of  the 
fatal  disability. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  soldier  was  a  })achelor  up  to  January,  1894. 
This  claimant  has  declared  that  she  knew  nothing  of  his  condition 
before  her  marriage  to  him  at  said  date,  and  there  is  no  evidence  show- 
ing whether  the  causes  leading  to  the  fatal  disease  were  then  developed 
or  were  obseiTable.     Indeed,  there  is  no  history  of  the  disease  at  any 
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stage  or  in  an}*  phase  of  it  previous  to  the  acute  attack  which  led  to 
his  death.  It  is  stated  that  an  operation  was  advised,  and  soldier  went 
to  the  hospital  for  that  purpose.  The  record  merely  shows  that 
*' Patient  entered  hospital  June  1,  1897;  treated  for  rupture  of 
urethm,  and  died  from  septicaemia,  followed  hy  (exhaustion) asthenia.'" 

Another  statement  from  the  surgeon  in  charge  is,  "Rupture  of 
urethi'a  due  to  retention  of  urine.'' 

As  stated,  there  is  no  evidence  showing  the  origin,  duration,  or 
extent  of  the  primal  disability.  The  soldier  was  over  GO  yeai*s  of  age 
at  the  tune  of  death.  How  far  his  age  or  the  previous  attack  of 
syphilis  or  an}'^  other  cause  not  incident  to  the  military  service  may 
have  been  instrumental  in  producing  the  disease  which  resulted  in 
death  it  is  impossible  to  determine.  It  is  very  certain  that  it  can  not 
be  taken  for  granted  that  said  disease  originated  in  the  service  and 
line  of  duty  in  the  absence  of  any  definite  proof  to  that  effect.  The 
presumption  contended  for  can  not,  therefore,  obtain,  and  the  soldier ""s 
death  can  not  be  regarded  as  due  to  his  military  service. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  wa,s  proper  and  is  affirmed. 


LINE  OF  IIUTY— LEAVE  OF  AKSENCE. 

William  Smith. 

This  appellant  was  granted  leave  of  absence  by  his  commanding  officer  to  visit  his 
family,  with  orders  to  return  and  report  to  his  command  on  a  certain  day,  and 
at  a  designated  place.  In  ol^edience  to  said  orders  he  returned  and  reported  at 
the  place,  and  on  the  day  designate<l  therein,  but  found  that  his  command  had 
moved  on  and  was  not  at  said  place,  which  was  occ"pied  by  the  enemy,  who 
attacked  and  wounded  him. 

Held^  That  the  appellant  was  in  the  line  of  duty  when  wounded  nnder  the  foregoing 
circumstances. 

AsshHtant   Secriftary  ]^\  Z.   (amphM  to  the  Cfumirlivihmt'^r  of  PenHtons^ 

June  27.  1900, 

William  Smith,  late  corporal.  Company  F,  First  Florida  Volunteer 
Cavalry,  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  August  17,  1877,  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  geneml  pension  law  based 
on  gimshot  wounds  of  right  arm,  right  shoulder,  left  side,  and  left 
hand,  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  in  line  of  duty  during  his  militar}' 
service  on  Mav  11>,  18()5,  in  action  with  the  enemv. 

Said  application  for  pension  was  rejected  on  October  8,  1896,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  claimant  was  not  in  line  of  duty  at  the  time  he 
incurred  Miid  alleged  wounds,  being  then  on  leave  of  absen<?c  from  his 
command  to  visit  his  familv. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  July  22,  1898. 

There  does  not  appear  to  ))e  any  question  or  controvei'sy  about  the 
facts  of  this  case.     The  official  record  of  the  appellant's  military  serv- 
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ice  shows  that  he  served  in  the  above-named  organization  from  May 
20,  1864,  to  November  17,  1865.  The  rolls  of  his  company  show  him 
absent,  wounded,  in  hospital  at  Montgomery,  Ala.,  from  May  24, 1865, 
to  June  1,  1865.  He  has  a  hospital  record  of  treatment  for  gunshot 
wounds  in  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  Montgomery,  Ala. ,  from  May  24  to 
June  1,  1865. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  appellant  incurred  his  alleged 
gunshot  wounds  are  minutely  and  clearl}'  described  and  set  forth  in 
the  testimony  of  his  commanding  officer  at  the  time,  Lieut.  Joseph 
Carroll  of  the  same  regiment,  and  by  reputable  and  credible  witnesses, 
members  oiF  the  same  company  and  regiment,  who  were  with  him  at 
the  time  and  saw  said  alleged  gunshot  wounds  inflicted. 

Lieutenant  Carroll  states  that  on  May  11,  1865,  he  was  placed  in 
conmiand  of  a  detail  of  25  men  from  said  regiment,  of  which  this 
appellant  was  a  member,  under  orders  to  escort  the  United  States  mail 
from  Montgomery  to  Eufaula,  Ala.  That  having  performed  said 
duty  he  remained  a  few  days  at  Eufaula  to  rest  his  horses  before  return- 
ing,  and  while  at  that  place  he  gi*anted  the  appellant  and  four  or  five 
others  whose  homes  were  in  that  vicinity,  and  whom  he  names,  leave 
of  absence  for  three  or  four  davs  to  visit  their  families,  with  orders 
to  rejoin  him  on  May  19,  1865,  at  Hobdv's  bridge  over  Pea  River,  in 
Barbour  County,  Ala.,  a  point  on  the  route  from  Eufaula  to  Mont- 
gomery. That  having  heard  that  there  were  several  parties  of  armed 
guerrillas  operating  in  that  part  of  the  country,  he  hastened  his 
departure  from  Eufaula,  and  returned  to  Montgomery  by  more  rapid 
inarches  than  he  had  expected,  and  consequently  the  detachment 
arrived  at  Hobdy's  bridge  a  day  or  two  sooner  than  the  date  upon 
which  the  men  had  been  ordered  to  rejoin  it  at  that  place,  and  did  not 
halt  there,  but  passed  over  said  bridge  and  continued  on  to  Montgom- 
er3\  That  the  appellant  and  the  other  members  of  said  detachment 
who  had  been  granted  leave  of  absence  came  to  Hobdy's  bridge  on 
Ma}'  19,  1865,  to  rejoin  their  command  in  o])edience  to  his  orders,  and 
finding  that  the  detachment  was  not  there  but  had  passed  on,  started 
to  follow  it;  and  on  attempting  to  cross  said  bridge  were  fired  upon 
by  a  band  of  rebel  guerrillas,  one  of  the  part}'  being  killed,  and  all  the 
rest,  including  this  appellant,  were  wounded,  with  one  exception. 
That  as  soon  as  the  appellant  and  the  other  wounded  men  Tvere  able  to 
travel,  they  rejoined  their  command  at  Montgomery,  Ala.  Daniel  V. 
Melvin  and  Nathan  V.  Mims,  two  of  the  members  of  said  detachment, 
and  named  by  Lieutenant  Carroll  as  two  of  the  squad  of  men  to  whom 
he  had  granted  leave  of  absence  with  the  appellant  under  orders  to 
report  and  rejoin  him  at  said  time  and  place,  corroborate  in  every 
particular  the  foregoing  testimony  of  the  lieutenant,  and  state  that 
they  were  eyewitnesses  to  the  wounding  of  the  appellant  as  above 
described,  and  were  thcmselv(»s  wounded  at  the  same  time  and  under 
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the  same  (^ircunistuncos.  Other  meiiilwrs  of  said  detachment  and  .said 
regiment  testify  to  the  appellant's  being  detailed  to  go  with  Lieuten- 
ant Carroll  on  said  expedition;  that  they  saw  him  depart  from  Mont- 
gomery with  said  detaehment,  and  a  few  days  thereafter  they  saw  Li  in 
when  he  returned  wounded,  and  understood  at  the  time  that  he  had 
incurred  said  wounds  at  the  time,  place,  and  under  the  circumstan< h>s 
above  set  forth.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  dispute  or  contro- 
versy whatever  about  any  of  the  material  and  essential  facts  of  this 
case,  and  they  appear  to  have  been  admitted  and  accepted  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  in  the  consideration  and  adjudication  of  this  claim. 

It  is  therefore  difficult  to  conceive  upon  what  basis  it  could  have 
been  held  that  this  appellant\s  wounds  were  not  incurred  in  line  of 
duty. 

In  a  communication  addressed  bv  the  then  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions  to  the  attorney  of  appellant  on  Jul}'^  25,  1896,  after  reciting  the 
facts  of  the  cAse  substantially  as  herein  set  forth,  the  following  lan- 
guage was  used: 

Thus,  while  the  soldier  reported  on  time  at  the  plaice  where  his  officer  told  him 
to  report,  yet  a  leave  of  absence,  written  or  verbal,  is  not  terminated  until  the  sol- 
dier actually  reiwrte  to  his  command  and  l)ecome8  subject  to  duty,  and  he  is  ab^^ent 
on  leave  until  he  so  reix>rt8  to  his  officer.  As  the  leave  of  al)eence  in  this  case  was 
verbally  given  to  soldier  to  see  his  family,  he  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  he  was 
wounded,  and  therefore  the  claim  must  stand  rejecto<l. 

This  ruling  was  evidently  based  upon  an  erroneous  application  of 
decisions  of  this  Department  in  ciises  where  it  was  shown  that  the  sol- 
dier had  been  gmnted  a  furlough  or  leave  of  absence  for  a  definite 
time  and  had  started  to  return  to  his  command  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  his  leave,  so  as  to  ))c  able  to  reach  the  place  where  he  was  ordered 
to  report  prior  to  or  upon  the  date  when  his  leave  expired,  and  was 
injured  or  divsabled  while  en  route  and  before  actually  reporting  to  his 
commanding  officer  in  obedience  to  his  orders.  In  such  cases  it  has 
l)een  held,  with  some  force  and  show  of  reason,  that  the  soldier  was 
still  on  leave  of  absence  and  not  in  line  of  duty  when  injured,  for  the 
reason  that  his  leave  of  absence  had  not  terminated,  and  would  not 
expire  until  he  had  actually  reported  for  duty  to  his  command  ujXDn 
the  date  designat(»d  in  his  orders. 

There  is  no  parallel,  however,  between  the  facts  in  such  a  case  and 
those  of  the  one  at  present  under  consideration,  and  the  rule  relative 
to  line  of  duty  announced  in  said  decisions  is  wholly  inapplicable  to 
the  case  of  this  appellant.  In  this  case,  according  to  the  testimony, 
the  appellant  and  his  compinions  did  return  and  present  themselves 
for  the  purpost*  of  reporting  to  their  command  at  the  identical  place 
and  upon  the  verv  dav  that  thev  had  been  ordered  so  to  do  bv  their 
commanding  officer.  There  was  absolutely  no  dereliction  of  duty 
whatever  on  their  part,  and  they  appear  to  have  acted  in  strict  obe- 
dience to  their  orders.     The  fact  that  when  they  arrived  at  the  place 
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where  they  had  been  ordered  to  rejoin  their  command,  and  on  the  day 
designated,  they  found  that  owing  to  the  military  exigencies  of  the 
occasion  their  command  had  unexpectedly  passed  on  some  time  before 
and  was  not  there,  as  they  had  been  instructed  it  would  be,  was  a  cir- 
cumstance for  which  they  were  in  no  way  responsible  and  over  which 
they  had  no  control.  They  were  acting  under  orders,  and  if  they  had 
trone  to  any  other  place  or  at  any  other  time  than  that  designated  in 
their  orders,  and  had  been  injured  in  so  doing,  they  would  undoubt- 
edl}'  have  been  acting  in  disobedience  of  orders,  would  not  have  been 
in  line  of  dutv,  and  disabilitv  incurred  under  such  circumstances  would 
not  have  been  pensionable.  Having  arrived  at  the  place  at  which 
they  had  been  ordered  to  rejoin  their  command  and  upon  the  day 
when  they  were  ordered  to  report,  and  finding  that  it  had  passed  on, 
their  phiin  and  unquestionable  line  of  military  duty  was  to  follow 
their  command  and  rejoin  it  with  all  the  expedition  possible,  and  when 
in  pursuance  of  this  duty  they  were  attacked  by  the  enemy  they  were 
just  as  umch  in  line  of  duty  as  though  said  attack  had  been  made  upon 
the  detachment  to  which  thev  beloncred  as  a  bodv,  and  under  the  imme- 
diate  command  and  e3'e  of  their  commanding  officer,  and  the  wounds 
and  injuries  thus  received  by  them  had  been  incurred  under  such  cir- 
cumstances. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  indisputable  that  when  this  appellant  arrived  at 
Hobdy's  Bridge  on  May  11),  18t>5,  in  obedience  to  his  orders,  he  was, 
from  that  moment,  in  line  of  duty,  and  when  he  was  wounded  in 
attempting  to  follow  and  rejoin  his  command  in  pursuan'L^e  of  his  duty 
as  a  soldier  he  incurred  said  wounds  in  line  of  duty  just  as  much  as  if 
the}'  had  been  received  in  a  general  engagement  in  line  of  battle  with 
his  regiment. 

To  hold  otherwise  would  not  only  be  unjust  and  ine(iuitable,  but 
contrary  to  the  dictates  of  sound  reason  and  common  sense  as  well. 

The  question  of  line  of  duty  in  this  case  is  somewhat  similar  in  prin- 
ciple to  that  arising  in  cases  where  the  soldier,  without  faidt  or  wrong- 
doing on  his  part,  has  been  captured  by  the  enemy  while  absent  from 
his  command  on  furlough  or  leave  of  absence.  In  such  cases  it  has 
been  repeatedly  held  by  this  Department  that  the  capture  of  the 
soldier,  under  such  circumstances,  had  the  effect  of  restoring  him  to 
the  line  of  duty,  and  that  he  was  in  line  of  duty  during  the  time  he 
was  held  as  a  prisoner  by  the  enem3%  and  disability  contracted  during 
such  period  was  pensionable. 

The  correct  rule  for  determining  the  question  of  line  of  duty  in  cases 
like  the  present  one  was,  in  my  judgment,  laid  down  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Ellen  Anderson,  widow  (6  P.  D.,  197),  which  was 
one  of  the  class  of  cases  jast  referred  to,  as  follows: 

Soldiers  are  not  pensionable  for  disability  incurre<l  while  on  furIou};h  or  leave 
*    *    *    because  they  are  engagenl  in  attending  to  their  own  private  affairn  during 
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the  continuance  of  such  furlough,  and  for  the  time  being  they  are  not,  in  fai't, 
actually  serving  the  Government,  although  legally  in  the  service.  When  they  are 
no  longer  attending  to  or  engaged  in  private  affairs  as  distinguished  from  their  mil- 
itary duties  the  reason  which  tmderlies  the  rejection  of  such  claims  disappears. 

In  this  case  the  furlough  was  terminated,  the  soldier  ceased  attending  to  private 
affairs  by  a  contingency  of  the  war  in  which  he  had  taken  sers'ice,  and  from  that 
moment  he  was  in  fac^t  restored  to  and  was  in  active  a<*tual  sendee  bv  virtue  of  hi^^ 
capture  and  imprisonment  by  the  enemy,  and  must  be  considere<i  to  have  been  in 
the  line  of  <Uitv. 

In  his  celebrated  opinion  on  line  of  duty  (7  Opinions,  149,  2  P.  D., 
403),  Attorney-General  Caleb  Gushing  used  the  following  language: 

When  it  is  remembered  that  no  couniiissioned  officer  or  enlisted  soldier,  seaman, 
or  marine,  has  power  to  cast  off  his  obligation  at  will,  that  whether  he  l)e  on  duty  or 
off,  in  glory  as  in  disgrace,  still  the  banner  of  his  country  is  over  him  and  its  oath 
upon  his  conscience;  when  this  great  fact  shall  be  rememlK^red  it  must  Ihj  inevitable 
to  concede  that  any  rule,  based  on  the  assumption  of  its  l^eing  impossible  for  an  offi- 
cer or  soldier  on  furlough,  on  leave  o^  absence,  in  arrest,  under  sentence,  to  jierform 
acts,  suffer  casualties,  receive  wounds,  or  incur  causes  of  diseaae  in  the  line  of  duty, 
is  not  a  truth  and,  like  all  things  not  tnie,  can  not  be  conformable  to  justice  or  wis- 
dom. As  while  on  active  duty  he  may  do  or  suffer  things  not  in  the  line  of  his  duty, 
so  while  off  duty,  or  on  furlough,  or  under  censure,  he  may  do  and  suffer  things  which 
are  in  the  line  of  dutv. 

ft' 

The  letter  of  the  law  prescribes  that  the  quality  of  the  act  or  condition  as  whether 
in  the  line  of  duty  or  not  in  it,  shall  determine  the  question  of  pension,  that  alone  is 
just  and  wise;  and  that  is  the  thought  which,  according  to  my  reading  of  the  statutes, 
has,  from  the  l>eginning  of  this  course  of  legislation  to  the  end,  held  its  place  with 
unchangeable  constancy  in  all  the  at'ts  of  Congress. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  principles  it  can  not  admit  of 
doubt  that  this  appellant  was  in  the  line  of  duty  when  he  was  wounded 
as  alleged,  and  that  the  rejection  of  his  claim  for  pension  on  account 
thereof  was  error. 

Therefore  said  action  of  rejection  is  hereby  set  aside  and  revei-sed, 
and  you  are  requested  to  reopen  and  readjudicate  this  claim  upon  its 
merits  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


kank— rate— act  jirxe  «7,  1800— coxstui'ction. 
Mary  H.  Elliott  (mother). 

Claimant's  son  having  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  time  he  was  killed  in  battle, 
Xovemb(^r  27,  IStKS,  she  was  entitled  to  a  i>ension  of  $25  j)er  month  under  her 
(lej)en<lent  mother's  application  filed  January  16,  1 891,  and  there  was  and  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  rating  her  })ension  at  $12  per  month  imder  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  Jime  27,  1890. 

Axsistdnt  S(crtfary  F,  L,   Cainphell  to  the  CornmlHi<'i(ytier  of  Pensions^ 

July  10,  1900. 

Mary  H.  Elliott,  mother  of  Joel  H.  Elliott,  deceased,  late  major, 
S(H^enth  United  States  Cavalry,  appealed.  May  ilS,  19()(),  from  the 
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Bureau  action  of  April  26,  1900,  allowing  her  dependent  mother's 
reissue  claim  (certificate  No.  338083)  to  correct  rate,  filed  March  10, 
1900,  and  dating  the  commencement  of  her  increased  I'ate  from  March 
10,  1900. 

Claimant  contends  that  she  is  entitled  under  the  law  to  pension  in 
accordance  with  her  son's  rank  from  the  date  of  filing  her  original 
application. 

Soldier  was  killed  in  action  at  Washita,  Ind.  T.,  November  27, 1868. 

Claimant  tiled  her  original  dependent  mother's  application  under 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  on  Januarj'^  16,  1891,  which  claim  was  allowed  by 
Bureau  action  of  July  1,  1892,  and  she  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of 
^12  per  month  from  January  16,  1891,  the  rate  to  which  she  would 
have  been  entitled  had  her  son  not  been  a  commissioned  officer. 

As  the  evidence  on  file  at  the  date  of  said  adjudication,  July  1, 1892, 
showed  that  claimant's  son  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  date  of  his 
death  in  service  and  in  line  of  duty,  she  was  entitled  to  a  pension  of 
^25  per  month  under  her  dependent  mother's  application  filed  Januaiy, 
1891,  and  there  was,  and  is,  no  authority  of  law  for  rating  her  pension 
at  $12  per  month. 

The  law  fixes  the  rate  (see  sees.  4695  and  4707,  Rev.  Stat.),  and  where 
the  facts  are  established,  as  in  this  case,  showing  that  the  claimant  is 
the  jDcrson  entitled  to  rank  rate,  the  duty  of  inserting  the  i*ate  in  her 
pension  certificate  is  purely  a  ministerial  act.  (See  Merrill  on  Man- 
damus, pars.  30  and  31.) 

As  held  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Darling  (10  P.  D.,  299)— 

Mandamus  would  unquestionably  lie  against  a  Commissioner  or  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  who  refused  to  recognize  rank  rate,  as  the  determination  of  that  question 
alone  is  fixed  by  the  law,  and  no  discretion  is  left  to  the  administrative  officer  when 
the  undisputed  facts  establish  the  right  to  pension,  the  only  remaining  duty  being 
the  insertion  of  the  legal  rate.  In  such  a  case  the  duty  of  inserting  the  rate  is  min- 
isterial, not  discretionary  or  judicial,  and  a  refusal  to  perform  a  plain  ministerial  duty 
could  undoubtedly  1^  enforced  by  the  courts.     The  law  fixes  the  rate. 

When  a  statute  imposes  a  ministerial  dut}"  upon  an  executive  officer 
of  the  Government  and  he  refuses  to  perform  that  duty,  mandamus 
lies  to  compel  performance,  even  though  the  officer  is  charged  with  a 
quasi  judicial  duty,  involving  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  and  judg- 
ment, in  ascertaining  and  determining  the  facts  upon  which  the  min- 
isterial duty  depends.  When  the  facts  are  ascertained  and  determined 
which  alone  allow  discretion,  mandamus  will  issue  to  compel  the  min- 
isterial duty  (Kendall  v.  U.  S.,  12  Peters,  524). 

As  stated  by  Baldwin,  J.,  in  the  cjise  of  Decatur  ??.  Spaulding  (14 
Peters,  606),  in  speaking  of  the  duties  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy — 

As  commissioner  of  the  navy  pension  fund  he  decides  whether  the  applicant 
comes  within  the  law,  on  the  evidence  adduced  before  him;  but  when  he  has  decided 
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that  a  pension  is  due,  or  when  the  law  declaret?  that  a  person  named  is  entitle<l  to 
one,  and  prescribes  the  amount,  he  has  no  longer  a  discretion  to  withhold  it.  Tlie 
aijcertainment  of  the  date  at  which  i)ensiou  commenced,  its  amount  and  duratif»u, 
are  ministerial  acts  on  which  discretion  is  excluded,  for  its  exercise  can  not  alter 
either.  *  *  *  Thus  under  the  general  act  it  is  enacted:  *' That  if  any  officer," 
etc.,  "have  died,"  etc.,  **leaving  a  widow,  such  widow  shall  be  entitled  to  receive," 
etc.,  or  resolved  "that  the  widow  of  the  late  S.  D.  Ije  paid  from  the  navy  pension 
fund,"  etc.  The  command  of  the  law  is  unqualifie<i  in  both  cases.  If  the  applicant 
comes  within  the  description,  the  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  pay  or  direct  the  pay- 
ment has  no  discretion  to  do  or  not  after  being  satisfied  of  the  right  of  the  applicant 
as  one  of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  law. 

As  was  dearly  demonstrated  in  the  Elizabeth  Darling  decision  (10 
P.  D.,  299),  the  last  proviso  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
that  "'rank  in  the  service  shall  not  be  considered  in  applications  filed 
under  this  act,"  had  no  application  or  reference  to  dependent  parents' 
claims  filed  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  b\'  the 
fii'st  section  of  said  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  that  said  proviso  applied 
only  to  those  beneficiaries  designated  in  sections  2  and  8  of  said  act, 
whose  rate  of  pension  as  well  as  title  was  first  brought  into  existence 
by  that  act. 

As  was  stated  in  said  Darling  decision  (10  P.  D.,  299) — 

The  language  used  in  said  proviso  to  section  2  of  the  a^'t  of  June  27,  1890,  applies 
only  by  its  plain  terms  to  applications  *' filed  under  this  act,"  and  has  no  reference, 
by  implication  even,  to  applications  that  are  filed  under  an  act  that  was  amended 
merely  as  to  a  matter  of  proof  by  the  first  section  of  said  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  right  of  a  dependent  mother  to  "the  same  pension  as  such  officer  or  other 
person  would  have  been  entitled  U)  had  he  been  totally  disable<l "  has  exigte<l  since 
July  14, 1862.     (See  Digest  of  Pension  I^ws,  1885,  p.  496,  sec.  3;  12  Stat.  L.,  566, 567. ) 

The  first  section  of  that  act  i)rovides  the  rate  for  officers,  noncommissioned  officers, 
musicians,  and  privates,  for  a  totiil  disability. 

Said  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  then  provided: 

'*That  when  any  officer  or  other  person  named  in  the  first  section  of  this  act  shall 
have  died,  *  *  *  or  shall  hereafter  die,  by  reason  of  wounds  re<'eive<i  or  disease 
contracted  while  in  the  service  *  *  *  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  has  not  left,  or  shall 
not  leave,  a  widow  or  legitimate  child,  but  has  left  or  shall  leave  a  mother  who  was 
dej>endent  upon  him  for  support  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  mother  shall  l.>e  entitled  to 
rewive  the  same  pension  as  such  officer  or  other  person  would  have  l)een  entitled  to 
had  he  l)een  totally  disabled." 

This  grant  to  the  dei^ndent  mother  is  now  emlK)die<l  in  section  4707,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, and  Congress,  instead  of  showing  any  disposition  to  reduce  the  rate  of  the 
mother's  pension,  increascnl  the  rate  of  those  dependent  mothers  whose  sons  were 
not  commissioned  officers  from  $8  to  $12  per  month  by  the  act  of  March  19,  1H86, 
thus  amending  section  4707  as  affecting  the  dependent  mother's  rate. 

It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  said  act  of  March  19, 1886,  only  applied  to  those  wlio 
were  entitled  to  receive  a  less  rate  than  $12  per  month,  and  in  no  manner  affected 
those  dependent  relatives  who  were  entitled  to  receive  a  rank  rate  of  pension,  or  a 
rate  in  excess  of  $12  per  month. 

If  it  is  contende<l  that  the  dependent  parents'  rate  is  fixed  by  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  then  the  rate  of  the  dept»ndent  parent  should  be  $8,  not  $12  per  month;  as  $8 
per  month  would  l>e  the  only  rate  for  dej)endent  j)eusioners  in  the  act  of  June  27, 
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1890.  Why,  then,  are  dependent  parents'  claims  adjudicated  at  $12  per  month,  $4 
per  month  more  tlian  the  dei)endent  widow  receives  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90? 

If  it  l)e  said  that  the  dependent  mother's  rate  is  fixe<i  by  the  ai^t  of  March  19, 1886, 
an  heretofore  stateil,  a  mere  reference  to  that  act  shows  that  it  only  referre<i  to  and 
incUided  within  its  provisions  those  "widows,  minor  children,  and  dependent  rela- 
tives   *    *    *    entitled  to  receive  a  less  rate  than    *    *    *    $12  per  month." 

As  the  widow  or  dependent  mother  was  at  that  date  entitletl  to  receive  the  rank 
rate  of  their  husband  or  son,  and  as  the  lowest  rank  rate  was  more  than  $12  per 
month,  the  widow  or  dei)endent  mother  entitled  to  a  rank  rate  were  not  the  l)enefi- 
ciaries  named  in  the  act  of  ^March  19,  1886,  and  were  not  affecte<l  thereby. 

If,  then,  the  rate  of  a  dependent  mother  whose  son  was  a  commissionexi  officer  was 
not  fixed  at  $12  ])er  month  by  the  a<^t  of  March  19,  1886,  where  is  the  authority  in 
any  law  to  grant  her  a  pension  of  $12  per  month,  and  what  law  fixes  her  rate? 
Clearly  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  sections  1  and  8,  paragraph  12,  Statutes  at  Large, 
pages  566,  567,  and  now  embraced  in  sections  4695  and  4707,  Revised  Statutes. 

To  hold  that  the  proviso)  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  that  "rank  m 
the  senice  shall  not  be  considered  in  applications  filed  under  this  act,"  repeals,  by 
implication,  the  provisions  as  to  rate  of  dependent  parents'  i)ension  as  i^rescribed  by 
sections  4695  and  4707,  Reviseil  Statutes,  is  not  only  to  violate  all  rules  of  construc- 
tion of  statutes,  but  would  force  us  to  the  admission  that  it  also  reijealed  the  provi- 
sion of  the  act  of  March  19,  1886,  which  was,  in  effect,  but  an  amendment  of  said 
section  4707,  so  far  as  it  affecteil  the  rate  of  thase  de})endent  mothers  entitled  to  less 
llian  $12  per  month. 

If,  then,  section  4707  and  its  amendment  of  March  19, 1896,  are  repealed  by  impli- 
cation by  the  proviso  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  where  is  there  left  any 
rate  for  a  dependent  mother? 

The  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  fixed  no  rate  for  pension  for  a  dependent 
parent,  and  did  not  attempt  or  purport  to  do  so,  but  the  mte  of  pen- 
sion for  dependent  parents  was  left  as  it  has  existed  under  section 
4707  as  amended  by  act  of  March  19, 1886,  and  which  said  amendment 
of  March  19,  1886,  left  the  rank  rate  of  the  dependent  parents  of 
commissioned  oflScers  as  prescribed  and  fixed  by  sections  4695  and  47o7, 
Revised  Statutes,  unimpaired. 

Believing  as  I  do  that  claimant  could  enforce  the  payment  of  mnk 
pension;  that  there  never  was  any  authority'  of  law  for  limiting  claim- 
ant's rate  to  $12  per  month,  and  that  gross  injustice  was  done  her  by 
such  allowance,  the  Burciiu  actions  of  July  1,  1892,  and  April  26, 
1900,  are  reversed,  and  the  Bureau  directed  to  i-ate  her  ^25  per  mouth 
from  January  16,  1891,  and  reissue  a  certificate  therefor,  deducting 
payments  heretofore  made. 

As  claimant  is  shown  to  be  very  aged,  physically  helpless,  and  in 
needy  circumstances,  her  cas(*  has  been  made  special,  and  prompt  action 
in  tht»  readjudication  of  her  claim  is  suggested. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 
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disability- act  .titne  87,  1890. 
Akche  C.  Winfrey. 

The  fact  that  the  claimant  was  not  disables!  in  a  pensionable  degree  from  the  caufes 
alleged  is  not  a  good  ground  for  rejecting  hin  claim  under  the  necond  ssection  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  it  appear  that  he  was  so  disabled  from  other  cause? 
not  alleged. 

AfiHistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  C(ynimiSHi<m4rr  of  Pen^li/uH^ 

July  U,  1900. 

Arche  C.  Winfrey,  formerly  a  .soldier  in  Company  K,  Fourth  Pro- 
visional Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  filed  applications  for  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  October  29, 1892,  and  January  16,  1894, 
alleging  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  by  reason  of  dis- 
ease of  the  heart  and  kidneys.  Said  applications  were  rejected  in 
July,  1893,  and  April,  1895,  respectively,  on  the  ground  that  a  pen- 
sionable disabilit}^  was  not  shown.  He  filed  another  application  on 
July  5,  1895,  alleging  the  same  causes  of  disability,  and  died  on  July 
17,  1896,  while  the  same  was  still  pending.  The  last  application  was 
rejected  in  April,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  "not  rata])ly  dis- 
abled under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  alleged  disabilities.'' 
From  that  action  an  appeal  was  taken  by  the  attorneys  representing 
his  Avidow,  on  July  27,  1898,  their  contention  being  that  the  rejection 
was  contrarv  to  the  evidence. 

The  attorneys  state  that  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
the  soldier  was  ^'not  disabled  for  manual  labor."  This  is  not  strictlv 
correct.  The  ground  of  rejection,  as  before  stated,  was  that  he  w^as 
not  ratably  disabled  from  the  causes  alleged. 

The  soldier  was  not  medically  examined  under  his  application  filed 
July  5,  1895.  An  order  for  examination  was  sent  to  him  on  February 
25,  1896,  but  on  March  12,  1896,  he  filed  a  physician's  affidavit  stating 
that  he  was  bedfast,  suffering  from  dropsy,  enlarged  spleen,  and  inflam- 
mation of  the  stomach,  and  was  unable  to  go  before  the  examining 
board  without  great  danger  to  his  life.  Testimony  was  filed  in  sup- 
port of  the  claim  as  follows: 

William  H.  Spurgeon  testified,  in  an  affidavit  filed  February  10, 
1896,  that  he  had  known  the  soldier  during  the  past  two  years  and  had 
known  him  to  be  bedfa^st  several  times  with  swelling  of  feet  and  legs, 
and  that  at  the  time  affiant  was  testifying  (February  1,  1896)  he  was 
totallv  unable  to  work. 

J.  Shirley,  testifying  on  the  same  day,  stated  that  he  had  known  the 
soldier  for  the  last  ten  months  and  that  for  the  last  four  months  he  had 
been  unable  to  work. 

Dr.  D.  N.  Clark  testified,  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  February,  1897,  that 
he  treated  the  soldier  professionally  in  1893,  and  that  he  then  had 
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enlargement  of  the  spleen  and  dropsy  and  was  physically  a  wreck  from 
a  long-continued  complication  of  diseases,  and  unable  to  perform  any 
kind  of  manual  labor.  AflSant  also  attended  him  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  the  immediate  cause  of  which  was  dropsy  and  a  complication  of 
liver  trouble. 

John  Whiteley  and  George  W.  Finley  testified,  in  an  affidavit  filed 
March  26, 1897,  that  the  diseases  which  caused  the  soldiei's  death  had, 
to  their  knowledge,  been  growing  on  him  for  ten  years;  that  during 
the  last  three  or  four  years  he  was  scarcely  able  to  do  any  maimal 
labor  whatever;  his  phj^sical  condition  was  very  bad  and  he  gradually 
went  down  until  he  became  a  total  wreck. 

The  evidence,  so  far  as  it  goes,  tends  to  show  that  the  soldier  was, 
during  the  period  between  the  date  of  filing  his  last  application  for 
pension  and  the  date  of  his  death,  incapacitated  for  the  pcrfoimance 
of  manual  labor  in  such  a  degree  as  to  render  him  unable  to  earn  a 
support.  It  is  not  shown  that  his  disability  was  due  to  the  causes 
alleged  by  him — rheumatism  and  disease  of  the  kidneys — but  T  am  of 
the  opinion  that  that  does  not  constitute  a  sufficient  ground  for 
rejecting  his  claim. 

Pension  claimants  are  not  held  to  strict  technical  descriptions  of 
their  disability.  (Albert  G.  Hurst,  l^t  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  472;  Robert  Craw- 
ford, IP.  D.,  153.)  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  an  application 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  stiite  the  particular  cause  or 
causes  of  the  disability  which  rendei-s  the  applicant  unable  to  earn  a 
supixjrt  by  manual  labor.  A  declaration  in  the  terms  of  the  act  is 
sufficient.  (See  Instructions  to  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  9  P.  D., 
98.)     Such  a  declaration  having  been  filed,  the  rest  is  a  matter  of  proof. 

Ordinarily,  if  a  cause  of  disability  is  found  by  medical  examination 
which  was  not  alleged  by  the  applicant,  he  is  called  upon  to  state, 
under  oath,  when,  where,  and  under  what  circumstances  it  was  incurred, 
and  whether  it  was  in  any  manner  caused  by  vicious  habits.  Suc^h 
statement  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  his  application,  l)ut  is  a 
part  of  the  '^due  proof"  necessary  to  establish  his  title.  Where  the 
claimant  is  incapacitated  for  making  such  a  statement,  l)v  reason  of 
insanity  or  death,  the  facts  may  be  established  by  the  testimony  of 
other  persons.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the  failure  of  the 
applicant  to  '^ allege"  the  actual  causes,  or  all  the  causes,  of  his 
inability  to  earn  a  supix)rt  by  manual  labor  in  any  case  is  not  fatal  to 
his  claim,  and  that  the  fact  that  he  is  not  disabled  in  a  pensiona})le 
degree  from  the  causes  alleged  is  not  a  good  ground  for  rejecting  his 
claim  if  it  appear  that  he  is  so  disabled  from  other  causes  not  alleged. 

For  reasons  above  stated  the  ground  on  which  this  soldier's  appli- 
cation was  rejected  is  held  to  be  untenable. 

The  action  is  reversed  and  the  claim  remanded  for  rcadjucli<ation, 
the  papers  being  herewith  returned. 
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mahriage  ani>  divorce— i.egiti.mac'y-minors. 
Alleoed  Minors  of  William  Harixey. 

1.  A  minor  child,  to  be  ptmsir>na])le,  must  be  the  cliild  of  u  woman  to  whom  the 

soldier,  its  father,  wai?  legally  married,  notwithstanding  that  sddier  s<»lenn)l\ 
(Uvlared  and  recojrnized  it  to  Ik*  his  legitimate  child. 

2.  It  ap|H*aring  that  the  deceased  wddier  had  l)i^en  lawfully  married  prior  to  hin  n.ai  - 

riage  to  the  mother  <»f  the  alx)ve-named  minor  children,  that  said  marriagi'  wu- 
never  dissolved  by  divorce,  and  that  naid  firpt  wife  sur\uve<l  him  and  Ls  at  pn  ^- 
ent  in  receipt  of  a  i)en>5ion  as  his  widow,  and  that  the  mother  of  said  minor  chil- 
dren also  survived  the  soldier  and  is  now  living,  said  minors  have  no  title 
whatever  to  jHMision  as  minor  children  of  the  dtceased  soldier  und€»r  the  provi- 
sions of  the  iHMision  laws.  See  ease  of  alleged  minors  of  Jouafi  W.  Piilver 
(10  r.  I).,  227). 

Ai^Misfitftf  S*r7\f(/ri/  F,  Z.   (^ninj^^ttll  to  the  C(mimi'<f<i<mir  of  Pefi^nmsi^ 

Augu^^f  ^K  1900. 

H.  Clav  Wilson  filed  in  tho  Ponsion  Bureau  on  Julv  11, 1896,  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  as  the  lepd  guardian  of  and  in  behalf  of 
Linnie  B.,  John  A.  L.,  Marv  A.,  Lizzie  A.,  and  Charles  H.  Hartley, 
minor  children  of  William  Hartley  (decreased),  lat(»  private,  Comjjany 
K,  Fifty-third  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  alleging  that  said 
soldier  had  served  for  ninety  days  and  more  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  in  said  organization,  had  been  honorably  discharged  from 
said  s(*rvice,  and  had  died  on  January  "2?*^  18i*<>,  leaving  said  minor 
childnMi  under  the  age  of  \i\  years  at  the  date  of  his  death.  It  wa^ 
also  alleged  in  said  application  that  the  soldier  l(»ft  a  widow  surviving 
him  fnmi  whom  he  was  never  divorced;  that  he  remarried  to  Marv  F. 
Walker,  mother  of  these  children;  and  that  the  father  was  married 
imd(*r  the  name  of  William  H.  Hartley-  to  Mary  F.  Walker,  April  6, 
1S80,  there  being  a  legal  barrier  to  such  marriage,  but  such  barrier 
not  being  known  to  said  Marv  F.  Hart h^ v. 

r?  ft  ft 

Said  application  for  minor's  pension  was  rejected  on  September!*, 
18t»7,  upon  the  ground  that  said  minor  children  had  no  title  to  jxMision 
under  the  j)rovisions  of  the  pension  laws,  it  being  admitted  that  the 
soldier,  their  father,  had  a  hiwful  wife  livingf  and  undivorced  at  tl.o 
time  he  married  their  mother,  who  survived  him  and  is  now  in  re<-(»i:>t 
of  pensicm  as  his  widow,  was  never  lawfully  married  to  the  mother  of 
said  minora,  who  are  not  th(»  legitimate  children  of  said  soldier,  and 
whose  mother  also  survived  the  soldier  and  is  now  livinif. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  takcm  on  August  :^.  ISOS. 

It  is  manifest  on  the  face  of  appellant's  appli(»ati()n  for  pension,  and 
from  th(*  allegations  therein  continued  that  tht^sc?  minoi's  liave  no  stand- 
ing whatever  and  no  title  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
pension  laws. 
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There  is  no  doubt  or  controversy  concerning  the  material  facts  in 
this  case.  It  is  clearly  shown  by  the  testimony  taken  upon  a  special 
examination  of  the  claim  for  pension  of  the  former  lawful  wife  and 
present  widow  of  the  soldier,  and  is  admitted  by  this  appellant  and 
the  mother  of  said  minor  children,  that  the  soldier  was  first  law- 
full}'  married  in  1851  to  one  Mary  A.  Sculley,  in  the  State  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  lived  with  her  as  his  wife  in  that  State  until  1869,  when 
he  deserted  her.  Said  marriage  was  never  dissolved  by  divorce,  but 
the  soldier  married  Mary  F.  Walker,  the  mother  of  these  minors,  in 
Illinois,  in  1880,  and  liv-ed  with  her  as  his  wife  until  his  death.  Both 
his  lawful  wife,  Mary  A  Hartley,  and  Mary  F.  Walker,  his  second 
wife,  survive  him,  and  Mary  A.  Hailley  is  now  in  receipt  of  a  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0, 
as  his  widow.  In  an  affidavit  filed  in  this  case  Marv  F.  Walker,  the 
second  wife  of  the  soldier  and  mother  of  these  minor  children,  states 
under  oath  that  she  discovered  about  1890  that  the  soldier  had  another 
lawful  mfe  living,  from  whom  he  had  never  been  divorced,  and  that 
she  taxed  him  with  the  fact  and,  after  some  reluctance,  he  admitted  to 
her  that  he  had  deceived  and  wronged  her,  but  that  she  continued,  not- 
withstanding, to  live  with  him  as  his  wife  thereafter  until  his  death  in 
1890.  She  admits  that  she  was  never  lawfully  married  to  the  soldier, 
and  is  not  his  lawful  widow,  and  has  no  title  to  pension  as  such,  and 
makes  and  has  made  no  claim  for  such  pension. 

There  is  on  file  a  sworn  statement  which  the  evidence  shows  was 
made  and  executed  by  the  soldier  a  few  da3\s  prior  to  his  death,  in 
which  he  acknowledges  and  recognizes  the  above-named  minor  children 
as  his  own,  and  declares  himself  to  be  their  father  and  that  thev  are  his 
offspring,  the  fruit  of  his  union  with  Mary  F.  Walker,  and  it  is  earn- 
estly contended  in  this  appeal  that  this  declaration  by  the  soldier 
rendered  said  children  legitimate  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Illinois,  and  consequently  they  should  be  entitled  to  pension  as  his 
minor  children  under  16  yt^ars  of  age  at  his  death.  It  may  be,  as  con- 
tended, that  such  a  dc^claration  and  acknowledgment  of  said  minors 
bv  the  soldier  is  sufficient  to  render  them  leijitimate  to  the  extent  that 
they  could  inherit  property  from  the  soldier  and  l)e  recognized  as  his 
heirs  at  law  in  the  Stiite  of  Illinois,  but  this  has  no  Ixniring  whatever 
upon  the  matter  now  under  consideration,  and  does  not  affect  in  any 
way  whatever  the  question  of  the  title  of  said  minor  children  to 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  provisions  of  section  4704,  Revised  Statutes,  unquestionably 
contemplate  that  only  the  children  of  the  soldier  born  in  lawful  wedlock, 
or  acknowledged  by  him  before  or  aftei*  lawful  wedlock  with  their 
mother  can  be  considered  as  legitimate  and  pensionable  as  the  minor 
children  of  the  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws.  A 
iegjil  and  lawful  marriage  of  the  parents  must  be  established  to  create 
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a  pensionable  status  for  a  person  seeking  pension  as  a  minor  child  of 
a  soldier  under  16  3^ears  of  age.  In  this  case,  however,  the  question 
is  not,  primarily,  one  of  legitimacy,  but  of  title,  nor  is  it  necessary  to 
discuss  that  question  to  determine  the  right  of  these  minors  to  a 
pension  under  the  law. 

Under  the  provisions  both  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  section  4702  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  minor  children 
of  a  soldier  succeed  only  to  the  pensionable  rights  of  their  mother, 
the  widow  of  the  soldier,  and  their  pensionable  title  is  derived  solely 
from  and  through  their  mother;  and  under  no  provision  of  the  pension 
laws  does  it  arise  until  after  the  extinguishment  of  her  prior  right  and 
title  by  death  or  remarriage.  Even  where  the  soldier  dies  leaving  no 
widow  surviving,  the  minor  children  take  the  j^cnsion  solely  bj'^  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  widow  to  take  it,  and  it  is  the  pension 
provided  by  law  for  the  widow,  and  which  would  have  been  paid  to 
her  had  she  survived  the  soldier,  that  thev  receive.  In  no  event  do 
the  pension  laws  provide  a  pension  for  the  minor  children  of  a  soldier 
in  their  own  right  where  the  widow,  their  mother,  survives;  and 
where,  under  the  provisions  of  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  the 
widow's  pension  is  taken  from  her  and  paid  to  the  children  by  reason 
of  her  abandonment  of  them,  or  because  she  is  shown  to  be  an  im- 
proper person  to  ))e  intrusted  with  their  care  and  custody,  it  is  the 
widow's,  not  the  children's  pension  which  is  temporarily  withheld 
from  her  by  reason  of  her  misconduct,  and  paid  to  the  children  during 
the  period  of  their  pensionable  minority,  and  then  returned  to  her. 

The  question  of  the  title  of  minor  children  of  a  soldier  to  pension 
under  circumstances  very  similar  to  those  presented  by  the  facts  in 
this  case  was  very  clearly  and  exhaustively  discussed  in  a  decision  ren- 
dered by  this  Department  on  May  31,  1809,  in  the  case  of  the  alleged 
minor  children  of  Jonas  W.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227),  as  follows: 

Section  4702,  as  amended  (being  an  act  approved  August  7, 1882),  places  title,  on 
the  death  of  the  soldier,  in  the  widow,  section  4703  abiding  to  amount  allowed  the 
widow  $2  for  each  child  under  16  years.  If  there  is  no  w-idow  (death  or  divorce 
before  the  death  of  the  soldier  would  make  such  a  condition),  then  the  title  is  placed 
in  the  minors.  But  note  well  that  under  such  circumstances  title  is  in  the  minors 
for  the  sole  reason  that  there  is  no  widow;  and  further,  that  there  must  at  some  time 
have  been  a  legal  wife,  in  whom  but  for  the  happening  of  a  certain  event  the  title 
would  be,  and  that  it  is  this  title  the  minors  take.  If  the  widow  dies  without  payment 
of  pension  to  her,  or  remarries,  or  (section  4703)  is  "deprived  of  her  pt^nsion  under 
the  provisions  of  the  pension  law,*'  then  title  is  placed  in  the  minors.  It  is  thus 
seen  that  the  fomidation  of  the  title,  so  far  a«  a  minor  is  concerned,  is  in  the  widow; 
that  is,  in  the  wife  of  the  soldier,  who  is  the  mother  of  the  children  in  questit>n. 
The  title  does  not  shift  to  the  children  only  upon  the  happening  of  certain  events  to 
the  widow  and  mother.  If  there  is  no  widow,  if  there  has  not  been  a  legal  wife, 
how  shall  there  Ik?  any  title  in  the  children?  The  foundation  of  the  children's  title 
is  in  their  mother,  the  widow,  the  minoi*s'  interest  being  but  a  part  of  the  suj^er- 
structure.     Now,  if  the  alleged  widow,  their  mother,  never  had  or  could  have  a 
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title,  the  foundation  has  gone  and  there  is  nothing  on  which  to  build  a  title  for  the 
children.     A  right  can  not  be  built  upon  a  title  that  does  not  and  I'ould  not  exist. 

The  pension  laws  are  silent  upon  legitimm^y  an  affecting  the  title  to  a  minor's  pen- 
jrion,  save  as  hereinbefore  stated,  which  laws,  it  is  seen,  have  no  bearing  upon  the 
ii^yue  herein.  A  pension  is  a  public  grant,  and  can  be  allowed  only  to  those  indi- 
viduals whom  the  statute  clearly  and  expressly  embraces.  State  laws  as  regards 
legitimacy  are  of  no  avail,  unless  the  United  States  statutes  plainly  allow  them  to 
control,  which  they  do  not.  A  minor  must  claim,  if  at  all,  through  the  title  which 
would  have  been  but  for  the  happening  of  certain  events  in  the  widowed  mother. 
If  this  mother  never  had  or  never  could  have  title,  it  is  impossible  to  discern  the 
rights  to  title  in  her  children.  I  reiterate,  that  you  can  not  successfully  claim  a 
right  through  a  title  that  never  could  have  existence. 

The  minors  in  this  case  are  not  legitimate  under  the  common  law,  for  the  reason 
that  their  mother  was  not  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier,  and  consetjuently  never  was 
his  widow.  The  alleged  widow  not  having,  and  it  not  l>eing  possible  for  her  ever  to 
have  had  a  title  to  pension,  her  children,  although  the  offspring  of  the  soldier,  can 
have  no  title;  their  title  being  dependent  upon  her  title,  and  her  title  l)eing  nil, 
theirs  must  be  the  same. 

The  foregoing  language  is  directly  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this 
case  and  correctly  stiites  the  law  relative  to  the  pensionable  status  and 
rights  of  the  minor  children  of  the  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the 
pension  laws  of  the  United  States. 

But  even  if  there  was  no  question  in  this  case  relative  to  the  legality 
of  the  marriage  of  the  parents  of  these  minors  and  their  legitimacy, 
an  insuperable  obstacle  to  the  allowance  of  a  pension  to  them  arises 
from  the  fact  that  their  mother  survived  the  soldier  and  is  still  living, 
and  all  right  and  title  to  pension  on  account  of  the  services  and  death 
of  the  soldier  would  be  vested  hy  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws 
solclv  in  her,  and,  as  has  been  hereinbefore  stated,  the  minor  children 
of  the  soldier  would  have  no  right  to  pension  whatever  until  the  extin- 
guishment of  her  prior  title  thereto  by  her  death  or  remarriage. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  rejection  of  this  application  for  pen- 
.sion  in  behalf  of  said  minor  children  of  the  decea.sed  soldier  upon 
the  gi'ound  stated  was  without  error,  and  said  action  is  affirmed 
accordingly. 


EVIDENCE— PRESUMPTION  OF  IIKATII— MARRIAGK. 

Mary  Coburn  (wiixjw). 

The  claimant  married  the  soldier  in  1883,  in  the  State  of  Illinoi.>J.     Her  former  hus- 
band had  l>een  alisent  for  a  period  much  greater  than  Hev(»n  years.     His  absence 
wa.s  continuous  and  unexplained,  and  no  intelligence  of  bis  existence  has  ever 
l>een  received. 
Held:  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  se<*ond  marriage. 

Ass^lstant  St'cretary  y,   L.  CamjMl  to  the  ChmniisHiofur  of  PrnnJonH^ 

Awjmt  6*,  1900. 

William  C.  Coburn,  formerly  of  Company  F,  Eighteenth  Massachu- 
setts Volunteer  Infantry,   died  on  February  10,  18i>2,   being  borne 
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upon  the  pension  roll  at  the  time  under  the  provisions  of  the  general 
law  at  the  nite  of  $8  per  month  by  reason  of  a  disability'  resulting  from 
chronic*  diarrhea. 

On  March  17,  1892,  Maiy  Col^urn  filed  a  declaration  for  widow's 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  claiin 
was  adjudicated  and  reject<*d  on  January  9,  1890,  on  the  ground  of 
clahnantV  inability  to  show  the  death  of  her  former  husband,  one 
Edgar  Thomas.  This  action  was  affinned  by  the  Department  upon 
appeal  on  June  0,  189(1.  The  claim  Avas  subsequently  reopened,  and  a 
special  examination  had  for  the  purpose  of  taking  additional  testi- 
mony, which,  having  been  done,  the  claim  was  again  rejected  on  Decem- 
ber 4,  1899,  on  the  same  ground  as  that  upon  which  the  same  was  orig- 
inallv  denied. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  December  29. 
1899,  resting  upon  the  cont(*ntion  therein  set  forth  as  follows: 

That  the  facts  in  the  case,  as  rejranls  the  former  hnsV)an(l,  are  as  followw:  My  hus- 
band (the  first  one)  disapjH'ared  in  the  year  of  ISoi),  there  lx*ing  no  discord  l)etween 
us  and  we  ha<l  Hve<l  very  hapj»ily  tojrether,  and  I  know  that  nothing  but  death 
would  have  kept  him  away  from  me.  The  only  j»roof  c)f  his  disapiH*arance  that  can 
be  had  is  the  fa<'t  that  he  has  never  l)een  seen  or  heard  of  since  he  left  me,  so  far  as 
I  know.  The  special  examiner  in  New  York  faile<l  to  find  any  i)erson  who  ever  saw 
or  knew  him. 

I  saw  the  tt^stimony  gathereil  by  said  examiner,  and  he  had  faile<i  to  discover  any 
trace  of  the  missing  husband,  neitlier  had  he  found  anyone  who  ha<i  ever  seen  or 
knew  him.  The  husV)and  wiis  advertised  for  by  my  relatives,  ami  every  known 
means  was  used  to  discover  him,  or  his  wherealKHits,  without  any  success.  I  was 
very  young  at  the  time  and  unsophisticiittHl,  ancl  the  efforts  to  find  the  missing  hus- 
band were  taken  up  by  my  rehitives,  who  are  now  all  dead. 

I  was  obligeil  to  go  out  in  the  world  and  earn  my  own  living,  which  I  did  up  to 
the  time  I  met  and  married  William  C.  Cobum,  in  the  year  of  1882,  which  was 
twenty-thrt»e  years  after  the  disapj>earance  of  my  first  husband. 

I  have  sti[)plied  the  iK'st  iM)SHi})le  testimony  of  friends  and  relatives  who  have 
known  me  for  thirty  o<ld  years,  and  who  knew  me  as  a  widow  prior  to  my  marriage 
with  Mr.  Coburn,  an<l  it  is  imi>ossible  to  get  any  better  testimony  than  has  Ixh^u 
fileti  in  the  case,  and  thespe<'ial  examination  has  not  develoyied  any  new  or  addi- 
tional ti'stimonv. 

lender  the  law  and  rules  of  practice,  the  fact  <if  disapjK'aranceaml  continued  absence 
for  the  great  length  of  time  as  mentioned,  without  any  cause,  and  no  knowledge  of 
his  whereabouts,  ainl  nothing  ever  heard  from  or  of  the  man,  is  good  pn»suniptive 
proof  of  death,  jind  tliere  is  as  nnich  proof  of  his  death  as  there  is  of  our  marriage, 
and  tlie  one  can  be  acccptetl  under  the  law  as  readily  and  legally  as  tlie  other. 

That  the  claimant  contends  that  the  rejection  of  tlie  ciu<e  on  the  grounds  as  stated 
was  an  ern)r,  in  view  of  the  rulings  in  the  following  ca.**es,  t(»  wit:  Amiie  Penni.s, 
widow  of  William  ('.  Reno,  claim  No.  75:^052;  Marie  Sharpe,  8  P.  I).,  175;  Caroline 
Sickles,  r>  r.  I).,  1H4;  Sarah  (Jorby,  4  P.  I).,  298.  That  she  also  citi-s  attt'Ution  t<»  the 
references  as  to  law  of  evidence  as  cite<l  in  the  Annie  Dennis  (Ueuo)  cjise,  all  of 
which  is  ai)plicable  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  in  view  of  all  the  facts  in  the  ca.se,  and 
absence  of  all  proof  to  show  that  the  said  husband  was  living  at  date  of  her  marriage 
to  the  soldier,  and  no  conflicting  claim  of  any  otlicr  j»ei-son,  it  sho?il<l,  under  the 
practice  of  "presumptive  death, '^  be  adhered  to  in  this  instance  and  the  iH»nsioii 
allowed. 
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She  therefore  api)ealB  from  the  decision  of  the  honorahle  Conmiissioner  in  reject- 
ing lier  claim,  and  requests  that  the  ca«e  be  reconsidered  and  allowed  on  the  fact 
that  there  is  not  the  slightest  of  proof  that  the  said  husband  can  Ix;  living,  or  that  he 
was  living  at  the  date  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier. 

There  is  ample  record  evidence,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  clerk 
of  the  county  court  of  Cook  County,  111.,  that  the  claimant  was  mar- 
ried  to  the  soldier  on  July  1,  1883,  in  said  State  of  Illinois. 

Among  other  things  the  claimant  testified  before  the  special  exam- 
iner in  1895  as  follows: 

I  am  the  widow  of  William  C  Coburn,  who  serveil  as  a  sergeant  in  Company  F^ 
Kighteenth  Massachusetts  Infantry.  I  became  acquainted  with  him  in  1882,  while 
living  in  Chicago,  111.  He  served  four  years,  and  I  think  that  it  wa**  all  in  the  same 
iHmijjany  and  regiment.  I  never  heard  him  si>eak  of  having  evci*  been  in  any  otlier 
regiment.  I  never  heard  him  speak  of  having  served  in  the  naval  service  oi  (he 
l'nite<l  States. 

My  husband  was  a  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $8  for  chronic  diarrhea.  He  drew  the 
pension  for  one  year  l)efore  he  die<l  only.  * 

I  am  an  applicant  for  j)ension  as  his  widow  under  the  June  1*7,  1890,  law.  That  is 
the  only  application  1  have  ever  made. 

Ada  Sweet  wa.y  my  first  attorney.  Oscar  Barl)er,  of  Chicago,  111.,  is  my  attorney 
now. 

When  were  vou  married  to  William  C.  Coburn? 

In  July,  1882— the  1st  of  July,  1882.     AVe  were  married  in  Chicago,  111. 

Was  William  C.  Col  mm  ever  married  Ix^fore  his  marriage  to  you? 

Yes,  sir.     His  former  wife  died  in  the  year  1880,  I  think. 

Ha<l  you  Ijeen  previously  married? 

Yes,  sir. 

What  was  vour  maiden  name? 

Marv  Hoolev. 

What  was  your  former  husband's  name? 

Edgar  Thoma«. 

AVhere  were  you  marrie<l  to  Edgar  Thomas,  antrwhen? 

In  New  York  City;  in  1856. 

By  whom  were  vou  married? 

The  Pension  Bureau  says  it  was  a  common-law  marriage.  There  was  no  cere- 
mony— it  was  just  a  cohabitation.     That  is  all  it  was. 

Where  were  you  bom? 

Manchester,  England. 

W^here  did  you  first  Injcome  acquainted  with  Edgar  Thomas? 

In  New  York  City;  I  knew  him  first  in  England. 

When  did  vou  first  commence  to  live  with  him  as  his  wife?  Was  it  in  New  Y(>rk 
City  or  in  England? 

In  Manchester,  England. 

Then  you  were  not  married  to  him  or  you  did  not  first  take  up  your  cohabitation 
with  him  in  1856  in  New  York  City? 

Well,  it  was  the  same  year. 

Now,  tell  just  when  you  first  commence<l  to  live  with  Jvlgar  Thomas  as  his  wife 
and  all  the  places  you  live^l  with  him  as  his  wife  before  you  came  t<)  America? 

We  commenced  to  live  as  man  and  wife  in  the  spring  of  1856,  at  Manchester, 
England.  It  was  only  a  few  weeks  when  we  left  there  and  went  to  Edinburgh  iind 
Abbyfeldie,  Scotland,  and  remained  altogether  in  th()s(»  two  j)laces  about  five  weeks, 
when  we  came  to  America  and  took  up  our  residem^e  in  New  York  City. 
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Ha<i  Thomas  l>een  married  previouwly  to  hin  cohabiting  with  you? 

No,  sir;  he  was  then  41  vears  old.  I  had  known  him  about  a  vear  before  we  com- 
nienced  to  live  together.  I  had  not  been  previously  married.  I  lacked  about  twc^ 
mouths  of  being  14  years  old. 

Where  did  you  take  up  your  residence  in  New  York  when  you  first  came  to  that 
citv? 

No.  100  Eleventh  street.  I  was  with  my  uncle.  John  Hooley  was  his  name.  He 
is  dead.  There  is  not  one  of  his  people  alive.  We  lived  there  until  my  husband 
went  away.  I  think  we  lived  in  Brooklyn  a  little  while  at  No.  214  Smith  street.  I 
don't  just  remember  whether  we  were  living  with  my  uncle  or  in  Brooklyn  at  the 
time  lie  went  away.  I  have  quite  forgotten,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  I  was  living 
with  this  same  uncle  when  he  went  away  and  my  uncle  had  moved  to  Broc>klyn. 

What  was  Edgar  Thomas's  occupation? 

He  was  a  bookkeei^er  where  they  refined  i)etroleum.  I  think  the  name  was  Miller 
&  Co.  They  were  located  in  Brooklyn.  That  was  the  only  place  he  worked  as  long 
as  he  was  living  with  me. 

"What  was  his  phyHical  condition? 

He  was  verv  much  troubled  with  catarrh  of  the  bronchial  tubes.  He  was  of  verv 
spare  frame.  He  was  sick  a  good  many  times,  while  I  knew  him,  on  account  of  his 
throat.  He  was  not  an  invalid,  but  he  was  a  man  of  very  delicate  organization,  as 
we  would  call  it. 

While  you  were  at  your  uncle's  house  did  you  and  Thomas  cohabit  as  man  and 
wife? 

Yes;  we  were  known  as  such.     I  was  known  bv  the  name  of  Mrs.  Thomas.     Mv 

7  •  » 

uncle  and  family  knew  there  had  been  no  ceremony  of  marriage  performed  betwei'n 
myself  and  Thomas;  there  were  no  obje<'tions  to  it  at  all. 

What  was  your  early  religious  Ix^lief  ? 

I  was  brought  up  a  Catholic.  Mr.  Thomas  was  a  freethinker,  and  so  was  my  sec- 
ond husband,  Mr.  Coburn.  No,  none  of  my  family  were  freethinkers;  they  were 
all  Catholics. 

AVas  Mr.  Thomas  a  man  of  finamiial  means? 

No;  he  only  had  his  salary. 

"Was  he  one  who  had  expectancy  from  any  inherited  property,  either  in  the  old 
country  or  in  this  country? 

No;  not  that  I  knew  of. 

Will  you  state  under  what  condition  he  left  you  or  you  left  him  or  that  you  sepa- 
rated from  each  other? 

It  was  of  an  evening,  after  we  had  supper;  he  went  out  to  either  collect  a  bill  or  to 
pay  a  bill.  The  cause  of  his  going  out  was  of  so  little  importance  to  me  that  I  jwiid 
no  attention  to  what  it  was — but  it  was  something  relating  to  a  bill  and  connected 
with  his  business.  That  was  the  last  I  ever  saw  him.  No;  there  had  been  no  quar- 
rel Ix^tween  us.  We  lived  very  happily  together,  ami  there  had  been  no  quarrel 
Ix'tween  either  he  or  I  or  with  anyone  of  my  family.  AVe  were  a  very  happy  family 
indee<l. 

What  means,  if  any,  did  you  take  to  search  for  him? 

We  advertised  in  the  pai)ers  an<l  did  everything  we  could  think  of.  My  uncle 
emj)loyed  a  detective.  You  st^  I  had  always  lived  with  this  uncle,  as  my  father 
and  mother  were  dead.  My  uncle  came  to  America  just  l>efore  I  did.  Yes;  I  lived 
at  my  uncle's  house  in  the  old  country  with  Mr.  Thomas  as  his  wife.  They  came 
tf.)  America,  and  Mr.  Thomas  and  I  then  went  to  Scotland,  and  from  there  came  right 
to  New  "York  and  took  up  our  residence  with  them  as  we  had  Ijefore  that. 

Can  you  tell  what  i)aper8  the  disapx>earance  of  Mr.  Thomas  were  advertised  in? 

No;  I  don't  remember.  I  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  that,  as  my  uncle  took 
that  into  his  own  handn. 
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What  property  did  your  husband,  Mr.  Cobum,  leave  at  the  time  of  liis  death? 

Nt)thing  at  all.  He  was  a  workingman,  and  had  no  property,  either  real  or  jier- 
i?<)na],  outside  of  his  apparel  and  household  goodp. 

You  maile  your  application  for  pension  in  March,  1892;  what  property  did  you 
own  then  or  that  vou  have  owned  sinc^e  that  time? 

I  never  owneil  any  and  have  never  owneil  any.  I  have  worked  for  my  living  ever 
since  mv  husband  died.  I  have  never  ha<l  anv  monev  invested  in  anv  wav,  and 
liave  none  at  this  time.  I  am  dependent  entirely  upon  my  own  daily  lalK)r  for  my 
supiM)rt. 

Richard  M.  Cahill  appeared  as  a  witness  before  a  special  examiner 
in  1809.     Among  other  things  the  witness  said: 

I  arriveti  in  New  York  from  England  in  1865.  I  knew  the  claimant,  Mary  Tliomae. 
It  was  a  matter  of  family  knowledge  that  her  husband,  Edgar  Thomas,  disappeared 
while  she  live<i  in  Brooklyn,  before  we  came  here,  and  was  never  heard  from.  From 
the  time  I  came  to  America  we  never  saw  nor  heard  of  Thomas,  and  we  never  had 
any  doubt  of  the  fact  that  he  had  disai)i)eared  and  was  never  heanl  of  after  that. 

Sarah  A.  Hinchclitf,  in  1899,  deposed  before  a  special  examiner  as 
follows: 

I  am  the  first  cousin  of  Mary  Cobuni.  We  came  from  England.  I  can  not  say 
whether  I  or  she  came  here  first.  My  mother  was  a  Hooley.  She  married  Martin 
Cahill.     He  is  dead. 

Claimant  livetl  with  us  a  while.  She  was  considereil  a  single  woman.  The  first  I 
knew  of  her  living  with  any  man  was  with  Edgar  Thomas,  and  it  was  always  under- 
stocxi  they  were  married.  I  never  saw — do  not  know  where  they  lived,  but  it  was 
m  Brooklvn,  X.  Y.  It  seems  to  me  thev  lived  with  John  Hw^lv  for  a  time,  but  I 
will  not  Ix?  sure.  All  I  know  about  Mgar  Thomas  is  that  he  went  out  one  night  and 
he  never  came  back;  this  was  at  least  twenty  years  ago.  I  always  understood  that 
they  lived  together  happily,  and  I  never  heard  any  reason  assigned  why  he  should 
leave  her.  I  do  not  know  whether  she  had  any  children  by  Thomas  or  not.  I  am 
fully  satisfied  that  she  never  was  married  until  she  married  Edgar  Thomas.  I  never 
heard  it  said  that  he  was  heard  of  after  he  left  home.  She  later  went  to  Chicago, 
111.,  and,  as  far  as  I  know,  she  never  married  again  until  she  married  a  man  named 
Cobum. 

MichaelJ.  Cahill  testified  that  he  knew  of  the  claimant  in  Brooklyn, 
N.  Y.,  as  early  as  the  year  1858,  and  that  she  was  then  known  as  Mrs. 
Thomas — as  widow. 

William  A.  Cahill  testified  by  affidavit  in  March,  1890,  that  he  had 
known  the  claimant  and  her  family  for  upward  of  twenty-five  years, 
and  that  when  he  first  knew  her  in  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  she  was  known 
as  Mrs.  Mary  Thomas,  the  widow  of  Edgar  Thomas. 

Several  witnes.ses  have  testified  that  th(»y  were  acquainted  with  the 
claimant  from  the  time  she  went  to  Chicago  in  ISSO,  and  that  she  has 
always  been  regarded  as  a  woman  of  good  moral  chamcter. 
'  If  the  man  Edgar  Thomas  w^as  not  the  husband  of  the  claimant,  then 
her  relations  with  him  could  not  in  any  way  affect  her  pensionable 
status.  Assuming,  however,  that  they  sustained  the  marital  relation, 
it  appears  with  moral  and  nMisonable  certainty  that  he  disappeared 
without  any  cause  disclos<'d  >)y  the  record,  and  that  no  intelligence  was 
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ever  had  of  his  existence  for  more  than  seven  years  prior  to  the  mar- 
riage of  the  claimant  to  the  soldier  in  1883. 

The  act  of  March  13,  1896,  provides  that  in  claims  for  pension, 
where  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  an  enlisted  man  or 
officer  from  his  home  and  familv  for  a  period  of  seven  vears  has  been 
shown,  during  which  period  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  shall  have 
been  received,  such  facts  hhall  be  acx-epted  as  sufficient  proof  of  desith. 
By  the  literal  terms  of  the  act  its  provisions  refer  only  to  cases  in 
which  it  becomes  necessary  to  prove  the  death  of  an  enlisted  man  or 
officer.  Thomas,  the  person  whose  death  is  alleged  in  this  case,  docs 
not  appear  to  have  been  an  enlisted  man  or  officer.  But  the  facts 
enumerated  in  the  stjitute  above  mentioned  are  sufficient  under  the 
common  law  to  niise  the  presumption  of  death  in  any  case.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  statutory  provision  and  the  common-law  rule 
scarcely  amounts  to  a  practical  difference.  The  facts  which  under  the 
conmion  law  would  warrant  a  presumption  of  death  are,  under  the 
above-mentioned  statute,  regarded  as  sufficient  proof  of  the  same. 

The  connnon-law  doctrine  relative  to  the  presumption  of  death  is 
applied  in  the  case  of  Davie  r,  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  wherein  it  is  held: 

The  general  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  a  person  shown  not  to  have  been  heard  of 
for  seven  years  by  those  (if  any)  wlio,  if  he  had  been  alive,  would  naturally  have 
heard  of  him,  is  presumed  to  be  dead,  unless  the  circumstances  of  the  ciise  are  sneh 
as  to  a<'count  for  his  not  ]}e\n^  heard  of  without  assuming  his  death. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  such  marriages 
as  are  involved  in  this  case — 

shall  \x}  jiroven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  a^xording  to  the  law  of  the 
pla<!e  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the  right 
to  pension  accrued. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  resided  in  the  State  of  Illinois  at  the  time 
of  her  second  marriage  and  also  at  the  time  when  her  right  to  pension 
(if  any)  accrued.  In  the  case  of  Schmisseur  v,  Beatrie  (147  111.,  210) 
the  doctrine  involved  in  this  case  is  announced  as  follows: 

1.  A  second  marriage  is  void  when  either  of  the  parties  to  it  ha^j  a  husband  or  wife 
by  a  fonner  marriage  wlio  has  never  l)een  divorced  and  is  still  living. 

2.  Where  a  marriage  has  once  l)een  solemnizcM.1  according  to  the  forms  of  law  every 
presumption  will  l)e  in<lulged  in  favor  of  its  validity.  This  presumption  is  so  strong 
that  a  former  husband  or  wife  will  be  presumed  to  Ixj  dead  after  an  absence  of  k-ss 
than  seven  years.  The  ordinary  presumption  in  favor  of  the  continuance  of  human 
life  is  made  to  give  way  to  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  innocence  of  a  second 
marriage. 

The  absence  of  Thomas,  the  first  husband,  is  fairly  shown  to  have 
been  continuous  and  unexplained  for  at  least  twice  the  period  of  sev^en 
years  prior  to  the  time  when  the  claimant  entered  upon  her  second 
marital  relation.  No  intelligence  of  his  existence  seems  yet  to  have 
been  received.     In  view  of  these  facts  and  in  the  light  of  the  princi- 
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pies  hereinbefore  announced,  I  am  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
claimant  umy  and  should  be  regarded  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Action  reversed,  with  instructions  that  the  same  be  readjudicated  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 

Hei'ewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  case. 


attorney&-fee— accrued  pension  act  march  a,  1805— payment. 

John  C.  Hobson,  deceased  (claimant). 

S.  W.  Dauoherty  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

An  agent  or  attorney  rendering  services  in  proceedings  under  the  act  of  March  2, 
1895,  in  behalf  of  a  person  entitle<l  under  its  provisions  to  the  accrued  pension 
on  a  certificate  of  pension  of  a  deceased  pensioner,  must  look  to  the  person 
by  whom  he  is  employed  for  payment  for  his  services.  Case  of  GeoiTtje  Aab 
(9  P.  D.,  377)  is  overruled. 

A.f<^istant  S^3cretary  F,  L.  CamphM  to  the   O/imnisslorwr  of  Piriisitms^ 

Aitguift  S,  1900. 

S.  W.  Daugherty  &  Co.,  of  Columbus,  Ind.,  entered  an  appeal,  De- 
cember 15,  1898,  from  the  action  of  3^our  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
for  services  rendered  Mary  A.  Hobson  in  the  matter  of  her  application 
for  payment  to  her  of  the  accrued  pension  of  her  deceased  husband, 
John  C.  Hobson,  who  served  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  in  Com- 
pany I,  Fourth  Indiana  Volunteer  Cavalry. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  her  husband  was  a  pensioner  (certificate 
No.  337218)  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month.  He  died  May  22,  1897. 
In  behalf  of  Mrs.  Hobson  appellants  filed  a  declaration  for  widow's 
pension  under  the  general  law,  and  also  a  declaration  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1800.  On  evidence  filed  bv  them  the  widow's  claim  under 
the  general  law  was  allowed,  and  for  their  services  in  the  prosecution 
of  such  claim  they  were  certified  a  fee  of  ^25. 

The  widow's  application  under  the  act  of  March  2,  IsUo  (28  Stat., 
964)^  for  payment  to  her  of  the  accrued  pension  of  her  dtH'cased  hus- 
band was  filed  August  23,  1898.  Said  application  contains  a  power  of 
attorney  from  the  widow  in  favor  of  appellants.  On  October  S.  1.S98, 
accrued  pension  certificate  and  order  issued  for  payment  to  her  of  the 
accrued  pension. 

The  ground  assigned  by  your  Bureau  for  denying  a  fee  to  the  appeal - 
lanLs  for  their  services  in  the  prosecution  of  the  application  for  l)ay- 
ment  of  a<*crued  pension  is  that  they  performed  no  material  service  in 
the  premises.  Such  ground  is  untenable,  since  they  rendered  all  serv- 
ice necessary  to  secure  payment  of  the  accrued  pension.  The  qu(»s- 
tion  arises  whether  your  Bureau  had  anything  whatever  to  do  relative 
to  the  matter  of  compensation  for  services  in  prosecuting  such  appli- 
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cation.  In  other  words,  whether  such  compenvSation  is  not  a  matter 
solely  between  the  applicant  for  the  accrued  pension  and  her  attorney's. 

Unless  bv  a  law  of  Congress  vour  Bureau  is  charged  with  some  duty 
in  such  matter  it  has  none  to  perform  therein.  Neither  the  act  of 
March  2,  1895,  sujrra^  under  which  this  application  for  the  payment 
of  accrued  pension  arises,  nor  any  other  law  of  Congress,  unless  it  })e 
sections  3  and  4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884  (23  Stat.,  98),  contains  any 
provision  relative  to  the  compensation  of  an  agent  or  attorney  for 
services  rendered  in  securing  payment  of  such  pension.  The  question 
whether  those  sections  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  make  provision  for 
and  control  the  allowance  and  payment  of  a  fee  in  such  case  depends 
upon  whether  such  application  is  "a  claim  for  pension"  within  the 
meaning  of  said  sections. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  for  pa3^ment  of  the  accrued  pension 
of  George  Aab  (9  P.  D.,  377),  the  Department  held,  in  effect,  that  pro- 
ceedings for  securing  such  pay^ment  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1895. 
constituted  a  claim  for  pension  within  the  meaning  of  sections  3  and  4 
of  the  act  of  Julv  4,  1884. 

In  the  later  case,  however,  of  Margaret  E.  Davis  (10  P.  D.,  403), 
being  an  application  by  the  deserted  wife  of  a  pensioner  for  payment 
to  her,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899  (30  Stat.,  1379),  of  one-half  of 
the  pension  accruing  to  her  husband,  the  Department  held,  generally, 
that  the  words  ''claim  for  pension,"  as  used  in  sections  3  and  4  of  the 
act  of  July  4,  1884,  refer  to  the  assertion  of  a  right  to  have  a  pension 
allowed  to  the  claimant  in  his  or  her  own  right,  under  some  law  of 
Congress  granting  a  pension,  and,  specifically,  that— 

the  amount  and  method  of  making  payment  of  the  compensation  of  agents  or 
attorneys  for  services  in  prosecuting  an  application  for  the  divided  payment  of  a  pen- 
sion, under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  are  not  controlled  by  sections  3  and  4  of  the 
act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  are  matters  of  agreement  and  adjustment  between  the  parties, 
over  which,  in  the  absence  of  abuse  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  agent  or  attor- 
ney jui'tifying  disbarment,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  no  authority. 

The  case  just  cited  and  quoted  from  is  similar  to  the  one  at  bar  in 
all  essential  particulars,  and  the  decision  in  the  former  is  therefore  of 
controlling  authority  in  the  latter. 

The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  like  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  does  not 
make  a  gmnt  of  pension.  In  its  application  to  such  case  Jis  is  here 
presented  the  former  act  relates  exclusively  to  paj^ment  of  the  pension 
elsewhere  granted  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  prosecution  of  the 
"•claim  for  pension,"  which  claim  was  adjudicated  and  allowed  years 
ago  and  payment  of  the  pension  was  being  made  from  time  to  time  to 
the  pensioner  thereunder. 

An  entirely  different  case  would  ])e  presented  under  the  act  in  ques- 
tion where  a  person  *'  entitled  to  a  pension"  dies  ''having  an  applica- 
tion therefor  pending"   and  the  person  entitled  to  payment  of  the 
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accrued  pension  prosecutes  the  pending  application  to  completion.  In 
??uch  case  the  person  so  entitled  would  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
deceased  applicant  for  pension  and  might  do  anything  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  claim  for  pension  which  such  applicant  could  have  done, 
including,  of  course,  the  due  employment  of  an  agent  or  attorney 
therein,  the  amount  and  method  of  payment  of  whose  fee  would  be 
controlled  bv  said  sections  3  and  4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884.  Such 
case  would  involve  the  establishment  of  the  claim  for  right  to  pension 
under  the  grant  thereof  and  not  merely  the  right  to  the  pension  money 
of  a  deceased  pensioner  which  was  left  unpaid  at  his  death,  as  in  the 
case  at  bar.  In  the  latter  case  the  application  for  paj^ment  is  not  a 
'•claim  for  pension"'  within  the  meaning  of  said  sections  8  and  4  of 
the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  the  matter  of  compensation  for  services 
in  the  prosecution  thereof  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  your  Bureau, 
but  is  a  matter  for  the  independent  action  of  the  parties  to  the  contract 
for  such  services.  In  the  former  case,  on  the  other  hand,  for  reasons 
indicated,  the  fee,  if  any,  and  the  manner  of  its  pa^-ment  would  be 
controlled  by  said  sections  3  and  4  of  the  act  of  Julv  4,  1884. 

The  refusal  of  vour  Bureau  to  certify  a  fee  in  this  case  is  aflSrmed, 
in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed;  and  the  said  decision 
in  the  case  of  George  Aab  is  overruled  in  so  far  as  it  conflicts  with 
such  views.     Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  case. 


INCREASE— THIRD  GRADE— EVIDENCE— DISABILITY. 

Calvin  A.  Hutchinson. 

The  objective  conditions— due  to  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart,  and  the  sequeke 
thereof — described  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held  August  2, 
1899,  in  pursuance  of  the  claim  for  increa.se  filed  January  28  1899,  show — in  the 
judgment  of  the  Department — the  existence  at  that  time  of  a  degree  of  disability 
fully  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  for  puqxjses  of  manual  labor;  and 
it  is,  therefore. 

Held:  That  the  allowance  of  the  third-grade  rate  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of 
the  said  medical  examination  was,  and  is,  fully  warranted. 

AsHiHtant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Camphell  to  the  CmnmissHmer  of  Pej}Ml(m8, 

August  10,  1900, 

The  papers  in  the  case  of  Calvin  A.  Hutchinson,  hite  captain  Com- 
pany D,  Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  which  were  recently  trans- 
mitted to  the  Department  for  considemtion  in  connection  with  an 
appeal — entered  July  7,  lyOO,  from  the  rejection  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
appellant's  claim  for  increase  tiled  January  28,  18i)i> — are  remanded 
herewith  for  the  readjudication  and  allowance  of  the  said  claim  for 
increase,  in  accordance  with  the  views  hereinafter  set  forth. 

The  appellant,  who  is  now  pensioned  at  $20  per  month  (total  of 
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rank)  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  alleged  in  his 
aforesaid  claim  for  increase  that  he  had  become  unable  to,  and,  rs  a 
matter  of  fact,  did  not  perform  any  kind  of  manual  labor. 

The  claim  was  rejected  June  16,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  the  exist- 
ing mte  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disa- 
bility manifested  at  the  most  recent  medical  examination  held  in  the 
case. 

The  following  statement,  upon  which  the  claimant  based  his  claim 
for  increase,  was  made  to  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  last 
examined: 

Have  general  rheumatism;  worse  in  ankle  joints  and  the  shoulders;  worse  in  left 
side.  Suffer  constant  pain  and  always  lame.  Joints  of  feet  and  ankles  are  stiff. 
Have  serious  trouble  with  heart;  worse  when  I  lie  down.  CanH  sleep  goo<i.  Had 
to  give  up  my  position  as  miller  a  year  ago  because  of  my  disabilities.  Am  now 
unable  to  do  any  manual  labor. 

The  following  objective  conditions,  as  described  in  the  certificate  of 
that  examination,  were  found: 

Pulse  rat«,  70,  88,  126;  respiration,  22,  22,  36;  temperature,  99;  height,  5  feet  11 
inches;  actual  weight,  160  pounds;  age,  62  years. 

Body  is  emaciated.  Muscles  are  soft  and  flatx'id.  Skin  is  pale  and  relaxed. 
Tongue  generally  red  and  fissured. 

Rheumatism.  The  muscles  of  the  shoulders  and  arms,  including  wrists  and  hands, 
are  all  sore  and  tender.  There  is  considerable  soreness  of  muscles  of  both  hip  joints. 
The  knee  joints  are  very  sensitive  to  the  touch,  but  there  is  no  swelling  of  these 
jointfe.  There  is  soreness  of  the  muscles  of  legs.  Very  tender  to  touch.  The  ankle 
joints  and  all  of  the  joints  of  the  feet  are  sore,  tender  on  pressure,  and  stiff.  Motion 
of  left  ankle  destroyed.  Motion  of  other  joints  of  left  foot,  and  of  right  ankle  and 
foot,  one  half  destroyed.  The  rheumatic  trouble  affects  the  left  side  of  Ixxly  much 
more  than  right.  MeaJ5ure  of  thighs,  knees,  and  legs  shows  a  difference  in  size  of  IJ 
inches  in  left  thigh,  1 J  inches  at  knee;  calf,  IJ  inches;  and  at  ankle  J  inch  smaller  than 
right.  Motion  of  shoulders  and  elbows  is  impaired,  J  in  left,  \  in  right.  Applicant 
is  very  lame  in  walking;  has  a  shuffling  gait  on  account  of  stiffness  of  ankles.  For 
rheumatism,  eighteen-eighteenths. 

Disease  of  heart.  A{x;x  l>eat  is  in  fifth  interspace  and  on  mammary  line.  Evident 
to  inspection  and  palpitation.  Area  of  cardiac  dullness  is  increased  transversely, 
extending  to  mammary  line.  The  rhythm  is  irregular,  and  force  is  increased.  First 
sound  is  feeble;  second  is  sharp  and  accenuated.  No  murmurs.  No  oedema  or  cyan- 
osis, (rreat  dyspnoea  on  exertion.  There  is  dilatation  with  hypertrophy.  For  dis- 
ease  of  heart,  twelve-eighteenths. 

There  is  no  nerv-ons  prostration,  except  the  weakness  caused  by  disease  of  heart. 
This  claimant  is  so  disa])le(l  from  above  disabilities  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  the  per- 
formance of  manual  labor  and  is  entitled  to  $30  a  month.  There  are  no  evidences  of 
vicious  habts. 

It  is  contended,  in  effect,  in  the  pending  appeal  that  inasmuch  as 
the  degree  of  disability  due  to  said  pensioned  causes  has  material  1^'^ 
increased  since  the  soldier's  name  was  originally  placed  upon  the  pen- 
sion rolls — at  the  present  i^ate  in  the  case  (total  of  rank) — he  is,  cx)n- 
sequently,  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  of  pension. 

As  the  evidence  upon  which  the  case  was  made  special  has  some 
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bearing  upon  the  question  now  under  considemtion,  the  same  is  herein 
set  out  in  full,  and  is  as  follows: 

We,  the  undersigned,  citizens  of  Spencer,  Owen  County,  Ind. ,  beg  leave  to  state  that 
we  are  well  acquainted  with  Calvin  A.  Hutchinson,  late  captain  of  ComjMiny  D, 
Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  and  have  been  for  many  years;  and  for  some  years 
he  has  been  in  such  poor  health,  from  rheumatism  and  other  disabilities,  as  to  be 
unable  to  perform  manual  labor;  that  he  is  now  blind  in  one  eye  and  is  fast  becom- 
ing blind  in  the  other  from  the  same  cause — cataract;  that  he  is  in  indigent  circum 
stances  and,  being  i!inable  to  w^ork,  has  no  income  outside  of  his  pension.  He  is 
now  63  years  old  and  has  never  received  an  increase  of  pension  since  his  first  allow- 
ance. We  therefore  most  respectfully  ask  that  his  case  now  before  you,  docket 
63580,  be  made  special  and  acted  on  as  soon  as  possible. 

Most  respectfully, 

George  W.  Edwards. 

William  H.  Gallop. 

In  a  letter  now  on  file  in  the  case  the  appellant  makes  the  following 
statement  relative  to  his  military  service: 

I  was  bom  and  raised  in  Shenandoah  County,  Va.  When  Fort  Sumter  was  fired 
upon  I  waa  run  out  of  the  South  for  my  Union  sentiments.  I  enlisted  in  Company 
K,  Eighteenth  Ohio,  April  23,  1861,  three  months^  call  for  75,000  men;  was  mus- 
tered out  August  28,  1861,  having  served  four  months  and  five  days  as  first  sergeant. 

On  the  2d  day  of  October,  1861,  I  enlisted  in  the  Fifty-second  Illinois,  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  regimental  band,  and  was  mustered  out  by  act  of  Congress  July  17, 
1 862,  at  Corinth,  Miss. ;  reenlisted  in  Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  and  was  com- 
missioned as  captain  of  Company  D,  and  served  as  such  until  expiration  of  term  of 
enlistment. 

I  have  three  honorable  distiharges. 

The  contention  of  this  appellant  that  he  is  wholly  incapacitated  for 
the  performance  of  manual  labor  appears  to  be  fully  sustained  by  the 
facts  presented  in  the  case;  but  it  is  also  shown  that  factors  other  than 
those  accepted  as  of  seiTice  origin  are  partly  responsible  for  the 
degree  of  disability  shown  to  exist.  It  is  shown  that  he  is  62  years 
of  age,  and,  according  to  the  testimony  of  Messrs.  E.  Edwards  and 
Gallop,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  that  he  is  blind  in  one  e^e  and 
i-apidly  losing  the  sight  of  the  other.  It  is  believed,  however,  that 
even  were  the  appellant  a  much  younger  man  and  had  good  ej'esight 
that  the  condition  of  his  heart  alone  would  prevent  his  performing 
much,  if  any,  effectual  manual  labor.  It  is  shown  that  upon  exercise 
his  pulse  rate  is  nearly  double,  and  that  the  number  of  his  respimtlons 
is  more  than  double,  that  of  normal;  that  the  said  viscus  is  both  hypcr- 
trophied  and  dilated;  that  its  rhN'thm  is  irregular,  and  force  increased; 
that  its  first  sound  is  feeble,  and  the  second  accentuated;  that  there  is 
great  dyspnoea  on  exertion,  and  that  his  whole  economy  is  affected  to 
such  a  degree  by  the  weakness  of  his  heart  as  to  lead  him  to  believe 
he  is  also  suffering  from  "  nervous  prostration"  (neurasthenia). 

In  addition  to  the  disabling  effects  of  the  aforesaid  heart  lesion,  it 
is  shown  that  the  appellant  is  disal)led  to  a  very  considerable  extent  by 
chronic  rheumatism.     While  it  is  true  that  some  of  the  symptoms 
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thereof  described  in  the  certiticate  of  the  recent  medical  examination 
made  of  the  appellant,  namely,  pain,  soreness,  and  impaimient  of 
motion  in  the  various  muscles,  tendons,  and  joints,  are  principally 
subjective,  it  is,  nevertheless,  a  well-known  fact  that  pain  and  stiffness 
are  among  the  most  prominent  and  characteristic  symptoms  of  chronic 
rheumatism.  It  is  also  shown — objectively — that  motion  in  the  appel- 
lant's left  ankle  is  entirely  lost;  that  motion  in  the  other  joints  of  his 
left  foot  and  in  his  right  ankle  and  foot  is  one-half  destroyed;  that 
there  is  considerable  impaimient  of  motion  in  both  shoulder  and  both 
elbow  joints;  that  the  left  side  is  much  more  affected  than  the  right  by 
rheumatism — there  being  a  difference  in  the  measurements  of  the  two 
sides  of  from  one-half  inch  to  1^  inches — and,  finally,  as  a  result  of 
said  disease,  that  the  appellant  "is  very  lame  in  walking,  and  has  a 
shuffling  gait  on  account  of  stiffness  of  ankles." 

As  hereinbefore  indicated,  this  soldier  was  among  the  fii*st  to  respond 
to  his  country's  call  at  the  commencement  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion; 
enlisted  in  three  different  organizations,  from  each  of  which  he  received 
an  honorable  discharge;  arose  from  the  ranks  to  the  command  of  his 
company;  rendered  the  Government  three  years  of  honorable  service, 
and  finall}'  contracted  a  disease  while  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty 
from  which  he  has  suffered  ever  since,  which  disease  is  not  onlv  a 
source  of  inconvenience  and  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor  as  well,  but  also  causes  much  pain  and  distress  at  times,  and  being 
through  its  sequela?  a  constant  menace  to  his  life.  Besides  which, 
as  also  hereinbefore  stated,  he  is  getting  old,  is  rapidly  approach- 
ing total  blindness,  and  has  no  other  means  of  support  than  his  pen- 
sion. It  is  in  such  cases  as  this  that  the  Department  does  not  feel  like 
dimwi ng  such  hard  and  fast  lines  as  would  resolve  what  doubt  ma^^ 
exist  in  the  premises  against  the  claimant. 

While  it  is  not  believed  that  this  appellant  is  wholly  incapacitated 
for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  by  reason  of  the  degree  of  disa- 
bility due  to  the  aforesaid  pensioned  causes  alone,  it  is,  however,  the 
judgment  of  the  Department  that  the  degree  of  disability  manifested 
at  the  medical  examination  held  August  2,  1899,  in  pursuance  of  the 
claim  for  increase  filed  January  2S,  1899,  was  fully  equivalent  to  the 
loss  of  a  hand  or  foot  for  purposes  of  manual  labor,  and  it  is  there- 
fore held  that  the  allowance  of  the  third-gi-ade  rate  from  the  date  of 
the  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  was  and  is  f  ull}'^  war- 
ranted. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  inas- 
much as  the  case  has  been  made  special  it  is  desired  that  the  action 
herein  indicated  shall  be  taken  at  as  early  a  date  as  practicable. 
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UNE  OF  DUTY— ON  A  PASS  TO  UirXT. 

Minor  of  James  S.  Marsteller. 

The  officer,  father  of  this  minor,  having  been  killed  by  the  accidental  discharge  of 
his  gun  while  hunting  by  permission  of  the  commanding  officer  of  the  post,  not 
the  consequence  of  any  willful  neglect  or  improper  conduct  on  his  i>art,  his  death 
is  considered  to  have  occurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  commander  of  said  pf»st 
reporting  that  said  officer  at  the  time  he  wafl  killed  was  con8idere<l  on  detached 
j^ervice.     (  See  case  of  Margaret  >I.  Hoffman,  9  P.  D.,  277.) 

Assistant  Secrdm^y  F.  L.  Cain^ell^  to  the  Coinmhsiomr  of  Pmffum^^ 

Augitst  11,  1900, 

Mary  Caroline  Ord,  as  guardian  of  Elise  Marsteller,  minor  child  of 
James  S.  Marsteller,  late  first  lieutenant  Company  B,  Twenty-fourth 
United  States  Infantry,  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
general  law  April  10,  1899,  alleging  the  death  of  the  soldier  October 
7,  1884,  in  service  and  line  of  duty,  from  accidental  gunshot  wound, 
and  the  death  of  his  widow  January  25,  1892. 

The  claim  was  rejected  July  18,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  soldier's 
death  did  not  occur  in  line  of  dut}^,  and  from  this  action  appeal  has 
been  entered  July  31,  1900,  assigning  the  same  as  error,  and  citing  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Margaret  M.  Hoffman  (9  P.  D.,  227),  in  support 
of  the  contention  that  soldier's  death  was  in  line  of  duty. 

These  proceedings,  as  regards  the  basis  of  rejection  and  appeal,  are 
a  repetition  of  those  had  in  the  claim  of  the  widow  during  her  lifetime. 
She  filed  a  claim  Februar}'  17,  1885,  shortly  after  the  soldier's  death. 
The  rejection  of  that  claim  January  28, 1886,  was  affirmed  upon  appeal 
by  a  decision  rendered  November  28, 1888.  Upon  a  motion  for  recon- 
sideration, a  like  decision  overruling  such  motion  was  rendered  Jan- 
uary 24, 1893.  This  hust  decision  embodied  (in  quotiition)  the  first,  and 
likewise  contained  a  full  statement  of  all  material  evidence  from  the 
records  bearing  on  the  soldier's  service,  the  manner  of  his  death,  the 
proceedings  in  connection  therewith,  and  a  report  of  the  commanding 
oflScer  as  to  the  status  of  said  soldier  as  it  was  regarded  at  the  time  of 
death.  For  the  purposes  of  revision  this  last  decision  is  nere  set  out 
in  full: 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Sir:  Herewith  are  retunied  the  papers  which  acrcompanied  your  report  on  N«>vem- 
l>er  15,  1892,  upon  the  motion  to  reconsider  the  fonner  decision  of  this  Dei)artiiient, 
in  which  the  action  of  vour  Bureau  was  affirmed. 

Lieut.  James  Marsteller  served  in  the  Twenty-fourth  United  States  Infantry,  and 
was  killed  October  7,  1884,  by  the  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun  while  hunting. 

The  claimant  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  as  widow  February  17,  1H85,  but  the 
claim  was  rejected  by  dirt»ction  of  the  then  ComiuiRsioner,  who  held  "that  snhlier 
was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  fatal  cause  of  death  was  incurred.     The  soldier  was  in 
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the  exercise  of  a  privilege  and  not  engaged  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  incident  to 
his  service.     He  wsa*  hunting  for  his  own  amusement  and  hence  at  his  own  risk." 

An  appeal  was  taken  Octol)er  6,  1888,  and  on  November  28, 1888,  the  rejection  wa*? 
affirmed  by  a  decision  of  this  Department,  which  closes  with  the  following: 

*'  The  only  question  involved  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  soldier  was  killed  in  the 
line  of  dutv. 

*'  The  facts  found  in  the  evidence  are  substantially  as  follows:  That  the  soldier  had 
permission  from  Maj.  Charles  C.  Rawn,  of  the  Twenty-fourth  Infantry,  commanding 
post  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  to  hunt,  and  that  while  out  hunting  he  was  killed  October 
7,  1 H84,  by  an  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun  about  2  miles  east  of  said  fort. 

**  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  hunting  in  which  the  soldier  was  engaged  at  the  time 
he  was  killed  was  necessary  to  provide  for  himself  or  his  command.  The  purpose 
for  which  he  was  al>sent  is  not  shown,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  appear  that 
the  hunting  was  for  the  soldier's  own  amusement  and  pleasure. 

"In  the  case  of  William  M.  Ammemian  (vol.  1,  Pension  Decisions,  p.  5),  it  is 
held:  *The  cause  of  disability  or  of  death  giving  title  to  a  pension  must  in  some 
measure  pertain  to  and  have  natural  and  logical  connection  with  the  military  service 
and  line  of  duty  in  said  service.* 

"In  view  of  this  decision  it  must  be  held  that  the  soldier  w^as  not  in  the  line  of 
dutv  when  killed. 

"The  case  of  Fred  W.  Smith,  No.  143089,  page  274,  New  Digest,  and  the  various 
orders  issued  by  the  Adjutant^General's  Office,  cited  by  the  appellant,  are  not  appli- 
cable to  the  fat'ta  in  this  case. 

"The  action  of  your  office  in  rejecting  the  claim  is  therefore  aflBrmed." 

The  following  was  transmitted  from  the  War  Department,  under  date  of  March  23, 
188.5: 

"James  S.  Marsteller  accepted  commission  as  second  lieutenant.  Twenty-fourth 
Infantry,  Febniary  10, 1875,  and  was  promoteii  first  lieutenant  January  7,  1879. 

"He  is  reported  by  Maj.  Charles  C.  Rawn,  Twenty-fourth  Infantry,  commanding 
post  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  to  have  been  killed  October  7,  1884,  by  an  accidental  dis- 
charge of  his  gun  while  out  hunting  about  2  miles  east  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.  Copy 
of  letter  inclosing  copy  of  finding  of  coroner's  jury  herewith. 

"The  records  of  this  ofiice  furnish  no  further  information. 

"C.  W^  Keever, 
*  ^Assistaiit  A  djutant-  General, ' ' 


Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  Octobers,  1884, 
To  the  Adjitant-General  U.  S.  Army,  Woshijigtorif  D.  C. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  re^wrt  that  First  Lieut.  J.  S.  Marsteller,  Twenty-fourth 
Infantry,  was  killed  yesterday,  the  7th  instant,  by  an  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun, 
while  out  hunting  al)out  2  miles  east  of  this  post.  lie  has  this  day  been  buried  in 
the  ix3Ht  cemetery.  The  rendering  of  this  rei>ort  has  l)een  delayed  pending  action 
and  rejxjrt  of  coroner's  jury  in  the  case,  copy  of  which  is  inclosed  herewith. 

His  widow  takes  possession  of  his  effects. 

Very  resj)ectfully,  your  ol)edient  sen-ant, 

Chas.  C.  Rawn, 

Major f  TivenUj-fourth  Infantry ^  Commandant  of  PoeL 
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MoBEETiE,  Oct.  the  7  day,  I884, 

We  the  jury  find  that  tlie  deceased,  Lieut.  J.  L.  Mareteller,  (;aine  to  death  on  the 

7  day  of  Oct.,  1884,  hy  an  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun  near  Mr.  Vanhorn's 

jMisture  east  of  the  town  of  Mobeetie,  Wheeler  County,  Texas. 

c.  m.  boynton. 

Henry  Hamburg. 

J.  J.  Joyce. 

Ij,  B.  Anderson. 

J.  J.  Long. 

J.  R.  Richardson. 

J.  W.  Brewer,  J.  P. 

I,  J.  W.  Brew^er,  hereby  certify  the  above  to  be  a  correct  copy  of  coroner's  inquest 

held  over  the  body  of  Lieut.  J.  L.  Marsteller,  in  Fort  Elliott,  on  the  7  day  of  Oct., 

1884. 

J.  W.  Brewer,  J.  P., 

Prert.  No.  7,  Wheeler  Co.,  Texas. 


R.  C.  Newton,  assistant  surgeon,  in  a  letter  dated  March  4, 1885,  stated: 

I  hereby  certify  that  on  the  7th  of  October,  1884,  I  went  hunting  with  the  late 
First  Lieut.  J.  S.  Marsteller,  Twenty-fourth  United  States  Infantry.  That  we  had 
both  previously  obtained  permission  from  the  post  commander,  Maj.  C.  C.  Rawn, 
Twenty-fourth  United  States  Infantry.  That  no  ardent  spirits  had  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  been  drunk  by  either  one  of  us  on  the  day  referred  to.  That  Lieutenant 
Marsteller  was  not  under  the  influence  of  liquor  nor  any  drug  whatever,  and  that  his 
death  was  caused  by  an  entirely  unforeseen  accident,  for  which  neither  of  us  were  to 
blame,  and  that  in  my  opinion  Lieutenant  Marsteller' s  death  overtook  him  while  on 
duty  as  prescribed  by  the  regulations  and  orders  governing  the  Army. 

R.  C.  Ne^vton, 
Assistant  Surgeon,  United  States  Anny, 

Under  date  of  June  9, 1885,  the  Assistant  Adjutant-General  transmitted  the  follow- 
ing letter: 

Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  May  SI,  1885. 

Respectfully  returned. 

The  custom  at  this  post  is  to  send  out  hunting  parties  to  hunt  for  the  command, 
as  in  every  instance  some  part  of  the  garrison,  or  all  of  it  according  to  the  success  of 
the  hunt,  are  Ixjnefited  by  a  distribution  of  the  game.  All  parties  have  been  con- 
sidered as  on  detached  service.  Lieutenant  Marsteller  at  the  time  he  was  killed  was 
considered  on  detached  service,  although  there  was  none  other  than  a  verbal  order 

from  myself  for  said  service. 

Chas.  C.  Rawn, 

Major,  Twenty-fourth  Infantry,  Commanding. 

The  rejection  was  affirmed  on  the  ground  as  stated  in  said  opinion  "that  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  hunting  in  which  the  soldier  was  engaged  at  the  time  he  was  kilk>d 
was  necessary  to  provide  for  himself  or  his  command.  The  purpos^e  for  which  he 
was  absent  is  not  shown,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  api)ear  that  tiie  hunting 
was  for  the  soldier's  own  amusement  and  pleasure." 

The  case  has  been  carefully  examined,  and  it  appears  to  the  Department  that  the 
officer  at  the  time  of  his  death  must  have  l)een  engaged  in  hunting  on  his  own 
account,  and  for  pleasure,  as  held  in  the  former  decision.  He  was  an  officer  and  not 
obliged  to  obey  an  order  to  perform  such  a  duty,  which  is  a  strong  circumstance  indi- 
cating that  he  was  not  at  the  time  in  the  line  of  duty.  The  motion  is  overruled  and 
the  former  decision  adhered  to. 

Very  respectfully,  Cvrvs  Blksev, 

Asi<ist(int  tScrirfa nf. 
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Since  these  decisions  were  rendered  the  question  involved  lias  been 
presented  in  a  somewhat  different  light  in  other  cases,  notably  that  of 
Margaret  M.  Hoffman  (9  P.  D.,  227),  cited  in  the  appeal.  In  that  ca«se 
the  facts  relating  to  the  manner  in  which  the  soldier  was  engaged  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  authority  for  being  so  engaged,  and  the 
immediate  cause  of  death  arc  very  similar  to  those  recited  in  reference 
to  this  officer.  In  that  case  the  soldier  was  a  principal  musician.  In 
this  a  first  lieutenant.  In  lioth  cases  the  permission  to  hunt  appears 
to  have  been  verbal  only,  from  the  superior  officer.  In  both  cases  the 
manner  of  death  was  investigated  and  found  to  be  accidental,  without 
fault  or  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  deceased. 

In  these  and  some  other  respects  there  is  much  that  is  parallel  in  the 
two  claims,  and  upon  an  application  of  the  principles  on  which  the  Hoff- 
man case  was  decided  it  would  seem  that  this  minor's  claim  should 
have  been  admitted.  A  different  view  was  taken,  however,  and  the 
rejection  was  in  pursuance  of  instructions  from  the  First  Deputy 
Commissioner  in  the  following  paper: 

Mr.  D ALTON,  Chief f  Board  of  Review: 

The  soldier,  accompanied  by  a  fellow-officer,  left  the  post  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  by 
permission  to  go  out  hunting,  ai)parently  for  pleasure,  in  October,  1884,  and  was  killed 
by  the  accidental  disc^harge  of  the  gun  he  had  borrowed.     This  is  from  the  record. 

His  fellow-officer  and  companion,  Asi^t.  Surg.  R.  C.  Newton,  certifies  to  the  acci- 
dental killing;  also  that  neither  of  them  had  drunk  ardent  spirits  that  day. 

The  question  presented  is:  Was  the  soldier  in  line  of  duty  when  killed? 

He  left  a  widow  and  one  minor.  The  former  filed  her  claim  for  pension  February 
17,  1885,  and  it  was  rejected  January  28,  1886,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier  wan 
not  in  line  of  duty  when  killed. 

On  November  28,  1888,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  from  the  at^tion  of  the  Pens^ion  Bureau.  The  Secretary  sustainetl  the  Bureau 
by  affirming  the  rejection. 

On  January  18,  1892,  a  reconsideration  was  asked  ])y  the  attorney,  Charles  W. 
Tabler,  and  the  Secretary  on  January  24,  1893,  denie<l  the  motion  by  refusing  to 
reconsider. 

It  will  be  seen  by  this  that  the  action  of  rejection  has  l)een  affirme<l  V)y  two  Secre- 
taries under  different  Administrations. 

The  widow  died  January  25,  1899.  On  April  10,  1899,  the  minor,  then  19  years  of 
age,  filed  her  claim  through  Taber  &  Whitman,  of  this  city. 

The  conditions  surrounding  the  present  claim  are  the  siime  as  those  existing  at  the 
time  the  widow's  (;laim  was  rejecjted.  The  law  relative  to  line  of  duty  remains  the 
same. 

Personally  the  attorney  informs  me  that  tlie  claim  is  based  upon  the  decision  in 
the  claim  of  Margaret  >I.  Hoffman,  widow  of  Oskar  Hoffman,  band,  Tw^enty-third 
United  States  Infantry,  original.  No.  625659.     (Vol.  9,  p.  227,  P.  D.) 

I  am  unwilling  to  concede  that  the  two  claims  are  analogous,  and  even  if  they 
were  that  the  decision  in  that  controls  the  adjudication  of  this.  The  soldier,  in  the 
case  before  us,  was  a  commissioned  officer;  a  gun  was  not  a  part  of  his  equipment, 
and  it  w^as  not  essential  that  he  become  efficient  in  its  use,  nor  was  it  necessary  to 
provide  fresh  meat  for  the  commissary.     He  was  simply  out  on  a  pleasure  excursion, 
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au*l  assumed  all  the  risks  attendant  thereon.     He  was  no  more  in  line  of  duty  than 
if  killed  in  a  railroad  accident  en  route  to  a  picnic. 

It  has  >)een  held  on  numerous  occasions  bv  the  Secretary  that  death  while  al)8ent 
fn  »m  camp  on  pass?  or  by  permit  was  not  in  line  of  duty.  It  is  aUo  held  that  a  private 
wounded  or  kille<^l  by  the  accidental  discharge  of  a  pistol  in  his  own  hands  was  not 
ill  line  of  <luty,  for  the  reason  that  a  pistol  is  not  a  part  of  the  eijuipment  of  a  private 
soldier.  Shall  it  now  be  held  that  this  one  decision  overrules  all  others,  and  reopens 
all  claims,  where  conditions  were  in  any  manner  similar,  disposed  of  by  rejection 
vi'ars  ago?  A  claim  rejected  after  all  the  facts  are  pn*8ente<l  should  remain  rejected. 
Every  claim,  when  line  of  duty  is  the  issue,  stands  or  falls  by  itself. 

You  may  reject  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  kille<l. 

J.  L.  Davenport, 
Firnt  Deputy  Commimoner, 

It  is  probably  noc  a  matter  of  much  importance,  but  I  fail  to  find  in 
the  record  any  statement  that  the  gun  used  by  this  officer  was  bor- 
rowed. It  was  shown  in  the  case  of  Hoffman  that  when  he  received 
permission  to  hunt  he  was  furnished  with  a  regulation  shotgun  for 
hunting  purposes,  and  other  equipments.  As  far  as  appears  in  the 
evidence  it  may  have  been  the  same  with  this  officer.  As  for  the 
statement  that  because  this  soldier  was  a  commissioned  officer  a  gun 
was  not  a  part  of  his  equipment,  and  it  was  not  essential  that  he 
become  efficient  in  its  use,  the  same  might  be  stated  of  a  principal 
musician,  as  Hoffman  was;  and  yet  the  official  reports  in  the  latter's 
rase,  and  the  decision,  recognized  his  right  to  use  a  gun  in  hunting,  just 
lis  anv  other  soldier  miijht  do. 

1  am  unwilling  to  subscribe  to  the  declaration  that  efficiency  in  the 
use  of  a  gun  is  not  essential  to  a  commissioned  officer.  He  is  gcMier- 
ally  supposed  to  be  able  to  tniin  or  teach  as  well  as  command  private 
soldiers,  and  should  be  himself  well  skilled  in  all  of  their  duties,  even 
to  the  handling  and  firing  of  a  gun.  Besides,  it  is  not  infrequently 
the  case  that  an  officer  might  use  a  gun  in  battle  to  good  effect,  and  in 
emergencies  might  find  proficiency  in  its  use  of  saving  benefit  to  him- 
self and  others.  More  than  this,  it  was  shown  in  the  decision  men- 
tioned that  the  Army  Regulations  provide  for  hunting  by  officers,  and 
require  its  encoumgement  among  all  classes  of  soldiers,  partly  to  p(»r- 
fect  them  in  the  use  of  fireanns  and  partly  to  supply  game  to  the  post 
or  camp. 

It  is  not  understood,  however,  that  this  supplying  of  game  is  on  the 
.score  of  it  being  "  neces.sary  to  provide  fresh  meat  for  the  commissary,'' 
as  the  above  instructions  intimate,  but  rather  for  the  pui'pose  of  giving 
variety  in  diet.  Moreover,  because  a  degree  of  pleasure  and  excite- 
ment attaches  to  this  hunting  of  game  is  not  l)elieved  to  be  a  good 
rea.son  for  regarding  the  participant  as  less  free  to  indulge  in  the  pas- 
time or  more  chargeable  with  individual  and  nonofficial  responsibility. 
If,  as  indicated  by  the  statement  of  Major  Rawn,  this  officer  was  con- 
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sidcred  as  on  detached  duty,  and  the  expectation  was  that  the  garrison 
would  be  benefited  by  the  distribution  of  game  in  the  event  of  the 
hunt  being  successful,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  different  .situation 
from  that  of  going  to  a  picnic. 

Line  of  duty  being  the  point  to  be  determined,  this  report  of  the 
commanding  officer  goes  very  far  to  settle  the  matter,  because  it  iv^ 
evident  that  in  giving  the  pennission  to  hunt  he  not  only  regarded  the 
officers  as  continuing  in  the  status  of  official  duty,  but  could,  under 
paragraph  58  of  the  Army  Regulations,  require  an  official  report  of 
their  acts  and  movements.  Furthermore,  the  situation  of  these  offi- 
cers, in  their  relation  to  the  command  and  the  manner  of  emploj^ment, 
was,  as  already  intimated,  not  dissimilar  to  that  of  Principal  Musician 
Hoffman,  and  the  opinions  of  high  army  officers,  including  the  Sur- 
geon-Genei'al,  the  Judge-Advocate-Geneml,  the  Adjutant-General,  and 
the  Secretary  of  War,  in  the  latter's  case  would  seem  to  be  as  sti'ong 
in  fixing  the  status  of  this  officer  as  the}'  were  regarded  in  the  former 
decision.  The  gist  of  the  matter  is  that  I  am  unable  to  see  the  marked 
difference  between  the  two  cases  indicated  by  the  instructions  of  the 
deputy  commissioner. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  enter  into  further  discussion  to  show  the 
distinction  between  the  manner  in  which  this  officer  was  engaged, 
although  enhanced,  as  such  occupation  is  supposed  to  be,  b}^  personal 
enjoyment,  and  that  of  one  absent  from  all  duty  and  official  restraint, 
for  purposes  of  private  business  or  pleasure  onl}",  as  when  on  a  fur- 
lough or  other  ordinary  leave  of  absence.  In  the  one  case  the  occu- 
pation is,  as  stated  in  the  Hoffman  decision,  a  quasi-military  dut}^  per- 
formed not  far  from  the  camp  or  post,  and  usually  within  reach  of  a 
recall  or  other  order  from  the  superior  officer.  In  the  other  there  is 
a  disconnection  for  the  time  being  from  compan}'  or  command,  and 
freedom  from  orders  or  obligations  of  a  military  nature. 

The  distinctions  and  definitions  in  the  learned  opinion  of  Attorney- 
Goneml  Cushing,  quoted  largely  in  the  Hoffman  decision,  would  seem 
sufficient  to  fix  the  standard  by  which  these  matters  should  be  judged 
and  to  render  easier  the  task  of  differentiating  between  one  set  of  cir- 
cumstances and  another  in  determining  the  question  of  line  of  duty. 
It  was  stated  in  that  opinion  and  reiterated  in  the  decision  that  the 
particular  facts  in  each  case  must  govern  in  such  determination.  In  a 
decision  in  the  case  of  William  R.  Johnson  {-i  P.  D.,  167),  the  follow- 
ing language  was  used: 

Wliether  a  soldier  was  acting  under  **  military  authority  "  is  not  the  only  test  of 
his  l)einjf  within  the  line  of  duty;  but  the  purpose  for  which  the  authority  was  given, 
aji  to  being  connected  with  his  military  duties  or  with  his  own  private  affairs,  and 
also  whether  the  authority  waa  an  order  or  a  mere  permit,  and  the  character  of  mil- 
itary duty  the  conunand  was  performing  at  the  time  must  be  considered;  although 
if  that  which  lie  was  only  permitted  to  do  was  in  line  of  good  military  discipline  and 
calculate<l  to  promote  the  interests  of  the  service,  he  would  still  be  in  line  of  duty. 
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Upon  the  basis  of  these  opinions  and  taking  all  the  facts  in  connec- 
tion with  this  officer's  death  into  consideration  I  am  forced  to  the  con- 
clusion that  he  was  in  the  same  relation  with  reference  to  his  military 
duties  as  Principal  Musician  Hoffman  and  that  this  case  must  be  decided 
as  was  the  other,  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

As  for  the  statements  of  the  deputy  commissioner  in  the  last  para- 
graph of  his  instructions  it  need  only  be  recalled  that  while  it  is  true 
there  have  been  many  decisions  that  held  that  death  during  absence 
from  camp  on  pass  or  by  permit  was  not  in  line  of  duty,  yet  there  have 
been  many  others  which  held  just  the  reverse.  Everything  depended, 
as  already  urged,  upon  whether  the  cause  of  disability  or  death  was  at 
all  an  act  of  militaiy  duty.  Without  attempting  to  quote  these  deci- 
sions on  either  side  it  is  believed  sufficient,  to  sustain  the  conclusions  in 
this  case,  to  cite  the  following  cases:  Martha  G.  Burnham  (5  P.  D.,  o. 
s.,  102);  Zenas  Hamilton  (3  P.  D.,  3);  Wesley  C.  Gerard  (4  P.  D.,  51); 
Charles  Wilcox  (1  P.  D.,  11);  Florence  N.  Conie  (2  P.  D.,  58);  Henry 
Newman  (8  P.  D.,  532). 

A  careful  reading  of  these  decisions  will  show  that  in  each  case  the 
acts  of  the  soldiers  had  some  sort  of  connection  with  their  military 
duty,  whereas  in  cases  like  those  mentioned  by  the  deputy  commis- 
sioner no  such  condition  existed.  Some  of  the  latter  cases  are  Roslinda 
McCabe  (5  L.  B.  P.,  273);  Robert  Newman  (6  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  228);  Ben- 
jamin F.  Worrell  (6  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  309);  Benjamin  W.  Seaman  (9  P.  D., 
o.  8.,  8);  John  Pruitt  (9  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  295);  William  H.  Cummings  (1  P. 
D.,  351);  John  Gant  (1  P.  D.,  118),  et  al. 

Neither  the  decision  in  the  Hoffman  case  nor  this  one  is  intended 
'^to  overrule  all  others  and  reopen  all  claims  where  conditions  were 
in  any  manner  similar  disposed  of  by  rejection  years  ago."  But,  if 
in  such  a  case  the  facts  show  disability  or  death  intimately  connected 
with  the  military  service  and  erroneous  judgment  has  been  rendered 
as  to  line  of  dutv,  there  is  no  reason  whv  it  mav  not,  in  the  interest 
of  justi(?e  and  a  fair  administration  of  the  law,  be  reopened  and  the 
action  overruled,  no  matter  how  manv  vears  the  error  had  existed.  I 
am  free  to  recognize  the  propriety  of  allowing  rejected  claims  to  stand 
so  when  there  is  simply  a  matter  of  judgment  upon  undisputed  facts 
involved  and  there  has  been  no  change  in  the  law  or  its  construction. 

In  this  case,  however,  I  believe  the  judgment  was  erroneous  in  the 
widow's  claim,  and  since  the  facts  place  the  case  so  nearly  on  a  paral- 
lel with  the  Hoffman  case  I  can  not  see  how  the  said  judgment  can 
be  consistently  allowed  to  stand.  The  action  in  the  minor's  claim  is 
accordingly  reversed  and  the  papers  are  returned  for  the  purpose  of 
having  a  readjudication  upon  the  line  herein  suggested. 
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death  cause— combined  causes. 
Mary  E.  Dolan  (widow). 
Minor  or  Harla  Dolan. 

Soldier* s  death  from  quick  connumption,  following  an  attack  of  pneumonia,  can  not 
be  accepted  as  due  to  chronic  diarrhea  of  service  origin,  said  diarrhea  not  being 
an  important  controlling  factor  in  nor  so  complicated  with  said  death  cause  that 
its  influence  can  not  be  separated  therefrom. 

AHHist<i7)t  Seci'etary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Comndssioner  of  Penstaiis^ 

August  18,  1900. 

Mary  E.,  as  widow  of  Harla  Dolan,  formerly  a  private  in  Compiany 
A,  Fifth  Iowa  Volunteei  Infantry,  filed  her  application  (No.  354719) 
for  pension  under  the  general  law  on  May  12,  1887,  which  claim  was 
rejected  on  May  16,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  soldier's  death  was  not 
due  to  the  service. 

The  same  person,  as  guardian  of  Onie  Agnes,  minor  child  of  above- 
named  soldier,  filed  her  application  (No.  426889)  under  the  same  law 
on  July  26,  1895,  claim  being  rejected  May  16,  1896,  for  same  reasons 
as  stated  above.  Appeals  were  filed  in  both  cavses  on  May  31,  1898, 
and  the  issue  and  facts  being  the  same  the  cases  will  be  consolidated. 

It  appears  that  soldier  died  on  September  22,  1881.  He  contracted 
pneumonia  (date  not  given).  The  same  was  followed  by  what  is  termed 
'^galloping  consumption,"  which  last-mentioned  disease  caused  death. 

The  attending  physician,  after  swearing  positively  that  soldier  died 
of  chronic  diarrhea,  admitted,  after  much  endeavor  on  the  part  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  get  the  exact  truth  from  him,  that  soldier 
did  not  die  by  reason  of  chronic  diarrhea,  but  that  he  died  as  stated  in 
the  preceding  paragraph.  Said  physician  does  state  that  soldier\s 
"powers  of  i*esistance  were  reduced  to  a  minimum,"  by  reason  of  which 
he  concludes  that  chronic  diarrhea  was  a  "remote  cause"  of  death. 

Even  if  it  were  admitted  (which  it  is  not)  that  chronic  diarrhea,  for 
which  soldier  was  pensioned  at  ^  per  month,  was  a  remote  cause  for 
death,  it  would  be  no  reason  for  concluding  that  soldier  died  of  dis- 
ease contracted  in  the  service.  Cases  of  this  character  are  often  before 
the  Department,  and  it  is  frequently  argued  that  if  a  disability  or  dis- 
ease accepted  as  of  service  origin  is  present  at  death,  such  disease  or 
disability  must  be  held  accountable  for  the  death.  Such  an  argimient, 
however,  is  fallacious  and  will  not  bear  careful  scrutinv. 

The  cause  of  death  in  a  widow's  claim  under  the  general  law  must 
be  traced  directlv  to  the  service.  One  mav  be  afilicted  at  death  with  a 
great  number  of  disabilities,  a  larger  portion  of  which  may  be  due  to 
the  service,  and  yet  may  die  of  something  totally  unconnected  with  the 
service. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  soldier  contracted  pneumonia; 
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and  the  first  question  is,  Did  the  chronic  diarrhea  have  anything  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  contracting  of  said  disease  'i    The  answer  is  clearh^ 
in  the  negative.     The  pneumonia  developed  a  case  of  (^uick  consump- 
tion, and  the  question  then  arises.  Did  chronic  diarrhea  have  anything 
to  do  with  such  development?     The  answer  is  again  in  the  negative. 
It    is  difficult,  then,  to  understand  how  chronic  diarrhea  was  in  any 
ivay  a  factor  in  the  death  of  soldier.     Under  the  evidence  in  the  case 
it  played  no  part,  for  the  statement  of  the  physician,  quoted  above, 
amounts  to  nothing  but  a  belief,  without  any  grounds  shown  for  such 
a   belief.     As  to  the  cause  which  produces  a  certain  etfect,  the  law 
looks  to  the  proximate  and  not  to  the  remote,  casual,  or  incidental 
cause.     It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  dmw  a  distinct  line  between  a  prox- 
imate and  casual  cause;  but  it  ma}"  safely  be  said  that  the  cause  of 
death  must  have  originated,  primarily,  in  the  service.    In  other  words, 
and  with  more  particularity,  an  unbroken  connection  must  be  shown 
between  the  disability  originating  in  the  service  and  the  cause  of 
death,  such  disability  being  the  real  and  controlling  factor  which 
induces  the  fatal  disease. 

The  cases  of  Mary  A.  Cox  (8  P.  D.,  313)  and  Napoleon  B.  Ti-ask 
(9  P.  D.,  113)  are  often  quoted  by  attorneys  and  claimants  in  cases 
i^imilar  to  the  one  under  consideration,  the  Ti*ask  case  being  cited  by 
the  attorney  herein.  A  careful  examination  of  these  two  cases  fails 
to  disclose  anything  in  conflict  with  the  views  herein  expressed.  It 
may  also  be  said  that  both  quoted  (*ases  are  very  frequently  misin- 
terpreted bj^  claimants.  The  principles  enunciated  in  l)oth  the  Cox 
and  Tra^jk  cases  may  be  stated  as  follows,  being  easily  summed  up 
under  two  conclusions: 

First.  When  it  is  shown  that  a  disability  of  service  origin  was  an 
important  controlling  factor  in  the  cause  of  death,  as  well  as  being 
so  complicated  with  other  causes  that  its  influence  can  not  be  sepa- 
rated from  the  other  causes,  or  the  precise  degree  of  materialness  of 
each  factor  in  death  is  not  susceptible  of  determination,  then  the 
disability  of  service  origin  may  be  legally  accepted  as  the  cause  of 
death. 

Second.  When  it  is  shown  that  a  disability  of  service  origin  was  a 
predisposing  factor  in  the  death  cause,  although  so  connected  with 
other  obscure  causes  that  the  particular  or  specific  cpntribution  of 
each  disease  in  the  actual  cause  of  death  is  not  determinable  from  a 
medical  standpoint,  then  such  disability  may  be  accepted  as  the  cause 
of  death,  provided  the  evidence  shows  that  the  service  disability  was 
so  great  a  contributing  factor  that  but  for  such  service  disability  death 
would  not  have  ensued. 

Following  the  decisions  in  the  Cox  and  Trask  cases  as  herein  con- 
strued, it  is  clear  that  soldier's  death,  in  this  case,  was  not  due  to  the 
service. 
The  actions  appealed  from  are  affirmed. 
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disloyalty— section  4t16  of  the  revised  statutes. 

Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey. 

Claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Anderson ville,  Ga.,  having  enlisted  in  the  Con- 
federate service  in  February,  18()5,  is  barre<l  from  iHjnsion  by  reason  of  the 
provisions  of  sc^ction  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  his  allegation 
(uncorrolK) rated)  that  liis  enlistment  was  merely  a  subterfuge  to  enable  him  to 
'  escape  to  the  Union  lines,  which  he  did  in  April,  1865,  it  being  held  that  said 
enlistment  and  service  was  voluntary.     (Milo  B.  Ousterhout,  7  P.  D.,  270. ) 

AsHistant  Scxyratary  F,  L.   Camjyhell  to  tha  Commlmioiu^r  of  Pensloiu^ 

August  18,  1900, 

This  .soldier  was  formerly  pensioned  under  the  act  of  July  14,  1862, 
at  the  rate  of  ^  per  month,  for  chronic  diarrhea,  disease  of  the  mouth 
resulting  from  scurvy,  and  injury  of  the  back.  In  Novemter,  1896, 
his  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
voluntarily  served  in  the  Confederate  army  and  payment  of  pension 
to  him  was  therefore  inhibited  by  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statute^s. 
Your  Bureau  having  declined  to  consider  an  application  for  restora- 
tion filed  Noveml)er  22,  1897,  an  appeal  was  filed  on  June  6,  1898,  the 
contention  of  which  is  that  the  claimant's  enlistment  in  the  C'Onf  edcrate 
army,  while  a  prisoner  of  war,  was  only  a  subterfuge  to  afford  him  an 
opportunity  to  return  to  the  Union  Army,  which  he  did  in  a  very 
short  time,  and  that  it  should  not  be  regarded  as  an  act  aiding  and 
a))etting  the  rebellion  within  the  meaning  of  section  4716,  Revised 
SUitutes. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  claimant  enlisted 
as  a  private  in  Company  E,  Seventy-second  Ohio  Infantry,  on  the  10th 
day  of  Novem})er,  1861;  reenlisted  as  a  veteran  December  23,  1863; 
was  tiiken  prisoner  at  Ripley,  Miss.,  June  11, 1864;  was  transferred  to 
Captain  O'Neill,  a  re])el  recruiting  officer,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at 
Andersonville,  Ga.,  February  28,  LSf);");  escaped  from  Savannah,  Ga., 
April  3-9,  1865;  was  sent  to  Annapolis,  Md.,  and  from  there  to  Camp 
Chase,  where  he  reported  on  May  9,  186.5,  and  was  mustered  out  June 
24,  IS^io. 

The  record,  "Escapt^d  from  Savannah,  Ga.,  April  3-9,  1865,-'  prob 
a))ly  means  that  he  reached  the  Union  lines  at  that  place  between 
April  3  and  9,  1S6.5.     He  says  he  made  his  escape  at  Macon,  Ga. 

It  is  not  denied  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army,  or  that  he 
performed  service  therein  between  the  date  of  his  enlistment  and  the 
date  of  his  escape. 

In  the  case  of  Milo  B.  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270)  the  Department, 
after  careful  consideration  and  an  examination  of  all  previous  decisions 
on  the  subject,  held: 

1.  That  enlistments  in  the  Confederate  army  will  be  presumed  to  have  been 
voluntary  until  the  contrary  Ih  satisfactorily  shown. 
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2.  That  siicli  enlistment  and  service  in  tlie  Confe<lerate  armv  is  such  a  voluntary 
aiding  and  al)etting  the  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  Uniterl  States  a»,  under 
scH'ti<in  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  will  bar  title  to  pension. 

3.  That  where  such  enlistment  and  service  in  the  Confederate  army  is  sought  to 
l)e  palliate<l  or  excused  on  the  ground  of  duress,  that  the  same  was  not  voluntary,  or 
that  it  wa«  for  the  purpose  of  escape  from  imprisonment  by  the  so-called  Confe<leracy, 
the  presumption  of  voluntarily  aiding  and  al)etting  the  rebellion  can  only  be  over- 
come by  the  most  positive,  direct,  and  satisfactory  evidence,  and  the  uncorrolx)rated 
testimony  of  a  claimant  will  not  l>e  accepted  to  overcome  such  presumption. 

4.  That  the  fact  that  a  soldier  of  the  Unite<.l  States  Army  was  confine<l  as  a  pris- 
oner of  war  in  a  Confeilerate  military  prison  is  no  excuse  for  enlisting  or  serving  in 
the  Confederate  army. 

These  views  are  still  adhered  to  by  the  Department.  It  is  contended 
in  the  appeal  that  a  different  principle  was  eiumciated  in  the  eases  of 
James  H.  Rainey  (8  P.  D.,  77)  and  Georg^e  L.  Henry  (lb.,  423),  and 
that  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases  this  claimant  is  not  within 
th<^  prohibition  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  ease  of  Rainey  (in  which  the  material  facts  and  averments 
were  ver}"  similar  to  those  in  the  case  now  under  considei*ation)  the 
Department  used  the  following  language: 

The  claimant  did  not  return  to  his  comjmny  until  April  IS,  18<)5.  At  that  time 
hostilities  were  practically  over.  It  is  not  shown  where  he  was,  or  how  he  was 
eagage<l,  from  the  28th  day  of  Febniary,  1865,  when  he  was  transferred  to  the  rclx;! 
rLHtruiting  officer,  until  the  18th  of  April,  18(55,  when  he  rt»turned  to  his  company. 
The  prt^sumption  from  his  act  is  that  he  intended  to  aid  and  abet  the  relx?lHon,  and 
it  will  nHijuire  ver>*  positive  evidence  to  show  to  the  contrary.  His  intentions  may 
be  inferrwl  from  statements  ma<le  by  him  at  tlie  time  an<l  from  his  8ul>sequent  con- 
duct up  to  the  time  he  joined  his  company.  If  the  claim  is  further  pro8ecute<l  evi- 
dence on  these  jx)int8  uuist  l)e  pnMluced.  As  the  case  now  stands,  the  action  of  your 
office  reje<;ting  the  same  is  affirme<l,  on  the  ground  of  the  insutliciency  of  the  evi<l<*iue 
to  show  that  claimant  contracted  the  disability  alleged  in  the  line  of  duty,  and  for 
the  further  reason  that  the  evidence  tends  to  show  tliat  he  voluntarily  aide<l  and 
abett€<l  the  rebellion. 

This  deeision  was  strictly  in  line  with  the  deeision  in  the  ease  of 
Ousterhout.  The  case  of  George  L.  Henry  presented  a  very  differt^nt 
state  of  facts.  Henr}^  swore  that  he  never  joined  any  company  or 
regiment,  never  took  the  oath  of  allegiance,  bore  arms,  or  did  ariv 
duty  whatever  in  the  Confederate  service;  that  while  in  prison  at 
Salisbury,  N.  C,  he  offered  to  enlist,  thinking  he  might  thus  gain  an 
opportunity  to  escape,  but  subsequently  finding  there  was  no  chance 
of  es<*at>i%  withdrew  his  offer  and  was  i)ut  back  into  prison  and  kept 
there  until  paroled.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  failed  to 
show  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  seiTice  but  did  show  that  he 
was  paroled  as  a  prisoner  of  war  on  February  26,  1865. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  there  is  no  evidence  corrobo- 
rating the  claimant's  statement  as  to  his  purpose  in  joining  the  Con- 
federate army  except  the  fact  of  his  voluntary  return  to  tin*.  Union 
lines  in  April,  1865.  He  does  not  appear  to  have  convinced  the  com- 
p.  D. — VOL.  11 5 
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radcs  whom  he  left  behind  in  prison  at  Andersonville  that  his  purpose 
was  laudable  or  patriotic,  for  he  says  that  when  he  subsequently  met 
them  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  some  of  them  would  not  speak  to  hiin.  As 
the  case  now  stands,  1  can  see  no  good  reason  for  disturbing  the  action 
of  your  Bureau,  and  the  same  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


MARRIAGE  AND  DIVORCE— EVIDENCK-PRESUMimON. 

Louisa  C.  Germain  (widow). 

Soldier  marrieti  Martha  Pinkney  in  1841  and  they  lived  together  as  husband  aiid 
wife  until  a  short  time  l>efore  the  civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her.  He 
married  (claimant  in  June,  1871,  and  also  had  a  sec-ond  marriage  ceremony  |H*r- 
formed  in  1888. 

Martha,  the  first  wife,  died  June  22,  1897,  and  the  soldier  died  November  30,  1897. 
No  evidence  of  a  divorce  between  soldier  and  his  first  wife,  Martha,  is  shown, 
but  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  is,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary, 
that  said  soldier  had  l)een  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the  time  of  hw  secon<l 
marriage  to  claimant.  (Citing  Jennette  Burton,  9  P.  D.,  31;  Hull  r.  Rawles,  26 
Miss.,  471;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  6  La.,  46S;  Blanchard  r.  Lambert  et  al.,  43  Iowa, 
228;  Carroll  v,  Carroll  et  al.,  20  Texas,  731,  and  Patterson  v.  Gaines,  6  Howard, 
550.) 

Asfihtant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Ccnnmusioner  of  Pensianx^ 

Septernhei^  U,  1900. 

Charles  Gennain  was  in  the  naval  service  of  the  United  States  from 
May  17  to  June  4,  1861,  and  from  August  25, 1861,  to  June  25, 1803. 
It  appears  that  he  was  acting  master  of  the  United  States  steamer 
Chwinnati^  and  that  he  died  on  November  30,  1897. 

On  December  23,  1897,  Louisa  C.  Germain,  as  his  widow,  filed  a 
declaration  for  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law  and  on  January 
22,  1898,  she  also  filed  a  claim  for  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  designated  by  certificate  No.  13,681.  Both  claims 
were  rejected  on  September  19,  1899,  uj)on  the  ground  that  claimant 
was  not  shown  to  be  the  widow  of  the  sailor,  inasmuch  lis  it  appeared 
from  the  evidence  that  he  had  a  lawful  wife  living  and  undivorced  at 
the  time  of  his  marriage  to  the  claimant. 

Upon  appeal  being  taken  from  this  action  the  same  was  affirmed  on 
January  20,  1900.  The  syllabus  of  the  opinion  affirming  the  action 
of  rejection  is  as  follows: 

The  evidenc'e  shows  that  at  the  time  of  claimant's  marriage  to  the  sailor  he  had  a 
lawful  wife  living  and  undivorced,  so  that  the  marriage  was  void  ab  initio.  This  is 
not  only  the  general  rule  of  law,  but  is  in  accord  with  the  decisions  of  the  courts, 
especially  in  I-.ouisiana  and  Mississippi,  where  these  parties  lived.  And  there  is  no 
evidence  to  show  that  a  new  contract  of  marriage  or  other  form  of  consent  was 
entered  into  after  the  removal  of  the  imi)ediment,  that  is,  the  death  of  the  first  wife, 
which  was  five  months  Iwfore  sailor's  death.  Marriage  can  not  be  presumed,  and 
rejection  of  claim  was  proper. 
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During  the  month  of  April,  1900,  claimant  filed  additional  evidence 
as  a  basis  for  reopening  her  claim,  which,  upon  being  considered,  was, 
on  June  16,  1900,  held  to  be  insufficient  to  warrant  any  change  of 
action. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  June  19,  1900, 
I'esting  upon  the  contention  that  the  evidence  on  file  shows  that  she  is 
the  widow  of  the  sailor,  and  especially  that  the  evidence  authorizes 
the  contention  that  a  common-law  marriage  arose  under  the  laws  of 
Mississippi,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  her  marriage  with 
the  sailor,  by  the  death  of  the  first  wife,  if  there  was  any  prior  mar- 
riage. In  a  supplemental  appeal  filed  on  June  23,  1900,  it  is  also  con- 
tended that  the  sailor  had  no  living  wife  at  the  time  he  married  the 
claimant. 

In  order  to  intelligently  consider  the  issues  presented  by  the  appeal 
it  will  be  necessary  to  recite  the  material  facts  disclosed  by  the  record 
and  the  evidence  in  the  case.  The  sailor,  it  appears,  was  pensioned 
under  the  general  law  from  May  6, 1890,  at  the  rate  of  $20  per  month, 
by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  a  shell  wound  of  the  left 
thigh  and  malarial  poisoning;  and,  according  to  the  certificate  of  the 
health  officer  of  Lauderdale  County,  Mississippi,  he  died  on  Novem- 
ber 30,  1897,  '"  from  cardiac  failure  superinduced  b}^  an  overloaded 
stomach,  which  was  diseased  with  catarrh  of  long  standing." 

From  the  statement  of  the  claimant  to  the  special  examiner  it 
appears  that  she  was  born  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  and  from  there 
removed  with  her  parents  to  Mississippi;  that  her  parents  died  when  she 
was  quite  young,  and  subsequently  she  resided  in  various  portions  of 
the  la8t-mentioned  State  and  in  Alabama.  She  made  the  acquantance 
of  the  sailor  in  Mobile  in  the  spring  of  1871,  who  was  at  that  time  a 
steamboat  man,  and  had  come  from  New  Orleans  for  the  purpose  of 
inspecting  some  vessels.  Appellant  says  that  she  married  him  in  the 
city  of  New  Orleans  on  June  20,  1871,  and  that  there  were  two  wit- 
nesses to  the  marriage,  a  Mr.  Elsmore  and  another  gentleman  whose 
name  she  has  forgotten;  that  both  of  those  witnesses  are  dead.  The 
claimant  also  states  that  she  and  her  husband  had  a  second  marriage 
ceremonv  in  the  citv  of  New  Orleans  on  December  4, 1888.  Concern- 
ing  this  second  marriage,  the  claimant  said: 

The  only  rea«)ii  for  that  ceremony  wa.*«  to  make  it  eaiiiy  for  me  in  my  pennion 
claim,  and  it  was  done  at  sailor's  suggestion,  l)ecauHe  he  said  he  had  lost  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  first  marriage  and  had  never  had  it  recorded,  and  he  did  not  want  me  to 
have  trouble  proving  a  marriage  after  his  death. 

In  her  statement  the  claimant  further  said: 

That  was  a  secret  marriage;  we  did  not  want  it  known  bectaune  we  feareil  it  would 
make  a  talk,  and  I  did  not  know  what  people  might  say. 

There  is  a  record  of  this  second  marriage  in  proper  shape  on  file  in 
the  record  of  the  case.     It  is  also  abundantly  shown  that  the  claimant 
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and  sailor  lived  together  aa  man  and  wife  near  Meridian,  Miss.,  from 
1871  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1897,  and  that  they  were  always 
regarded  and  believed  to  be  man  and  wife  by  their  neighbors  and 
friends. 

It  appears  also  that  the  present  Congress  under  a  special  act,  approved 
on  May  20, 1900,  has  authorized  and  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior to  place  the  claimant's  name  upon  the  pension  roll  at  the  rate  of 
^20  per  month. 

There  is  some  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the  sailor  lived  with  a 
woman  by  the  name  of  Bryant  as  man  and  wife  some  time  after  the 
termination  of  his  service.  It  is  immaterial,  however,  what  his  rela- 
tions with  that  woman  were,  as  she  died  in  1866  or  1867,  prior  to  his 
marriage  to  the  claimant. 

The  claimant's  pending  applications  were  denied  because  it  was 
inferred  from  the  evidence  that  the  sailor  was  married  to  Martha 
Pinkncy  in  the  State  of  New  York  in  1841;  that  he  lived  with  said 
wife,  six  children  being  born  to  them,  until  a  short  time  before  the 
civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her;  that  said  wife  was  living  and 
not  divorced  from  him  in  1871  and  in  1888,  and  that  she  died  in  June, 
1897,  about  five  months  before  the  death  of  the  sailor. 

The  issues  raised  by  the  appeal  under  the  above-stated  facts  are 
threefold:  First,  it  is  contended  that  there  is  not  sufficient  proof  on 
file  to  show  that  sailor  married  Martha  Pinckncy  in  1841  or  at  any 
other  time.  Second,  that  if  such  first  marriage  is  shown  to  have 
occurred,  then  the  law  presumes  in  favor  of  both  marriages,  and  in 
support  of  the  second  marriage  carries  the  presumption  that  the  first 
was  legally  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce.  Third,  that  after  the 
removal  of  the  impediment  by  the  death  of  the  first  wife  a  common - 
law  marriage  arose  in  legal  contemplation. 

In  this  connection  it  is  pertinent  to  inquire  into  the  evidence  relating 
to  the  first  marriage.  A  special  examination  was  conducted  in  the 
month  of  July,  1899,  at  which  time  four  witnesses  were  examined. 

Carrie  G.  Childe  appeared  before  the  special  examiner  as  a  witness. 
She  stated  that  she  was  42  years  of  age,  and  that  the  sailor  was  her 
uncle.  The  witness  said,  substantially,  that  the  sailor  married  Martha 
Pinkney,  but  she  did  not  know  when,  and  that  she  had  been  informed 
that  they  separated  before  the  war;  that  she  knows  "  there  never  wa^? 
any  legal  separation;"  that  after  the  separation  of  husband  and  wife 
the  latter  lived  at  various  places  and  died  at  the  home  of  her  daughter; 
that  there  were  five  children  born  of  said  marriage. 

Julia  A.  Germain,  aged  82,  appeared  as  a  witness  before  the  special 
examiner.     Among  other  things  the  witness  said: 

I  am  the  sigter  of  the  late  Charles  Gennain.  He  married  for  the  first  time  Martha 
Pinkney,  at  Little  Neck,  Long  Island,  New  York.  I  can  not  state  when  it  was,  but 
I  have  a  record  of  it  in  an  old  Bible,  which  I  now  show  you. 
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To  this  the  special  examiner  adds  the  following: 

I  have  examined  same,  and  I  have  taken  an  exact  copy.  Charles  Gennain  was 
married  to  Martha  B.  Pinkney  January  14,  1841.  The  Bible  was  issued  at  Coopers- 
town,  N.  Y.,  1827,  by  H.  &  E.  Phinney,  publishers,  and  the  entry  of  marriage 
indicates  that  it  was  written  a  great  many  years  ago. 

The  witness  added  that  there  were  six  children,  the  issue  of  said 
marriage;  that  said  parties  lived  together  until  about  the  time  the 
youngest  child  died,  when,  on  account  of  ''some  unpleasantness," 
they  separated.     The  witness  further  said: 

I  am  positive  that  his  wife  never  obtained  any  divorce  from  him,  and  I  never 
heard  that  he  obtained  a  divorce  from  her. 

The  witness  also  says  that  she  was  at  the  wedding  above  mentioned. 

The  next  witness  before  the  special  examiner  was  Charles  Germain, 
the  son  of  the  sailor;  age,  51  years.  Among  other  things  the  witness 
said: 

I  am  the  son  of  the  late  Charles. Germain.  My  mother's  name  was  Martha  B.; 
maiden  name  was  Pinkney.  My  father  was  in  the  Navy;  do  not  know  his  service. 
My  parents  separated  l^efore  he  went  into  the  Navy;  after  lie  came  out  of  the  Navy 
he  came  home  once  and  wanted  his  family  to  take  him  back;  we  would  not  do  so; 
he  went  away,  and  I  have  not  seen  him  since.  I  think  this  was  in  or  about  1871. 
After  he  left  mv  mother  made  her  home  with  me  at  Great  Neck  and  Roslvn,  Owens 
County,  N.  Y.,  up  to  1882.  I  think  I  was  about  8  years  old  when  he  left  my  mother, 
which  would  make  it  alx)Ut  1856  or  1857.  After  my  mother  left  me  she  went  to  live 
with  my  sister  Emma,  now  Mrs.  Rodgers,  ♦  *  *  an<l  she  live<l  with  her  in  New 
York  City,  N.  Y.,  from  1882  until  her  death,  June  22,  1897.  I  am  positive  that  my 
mother  was  never  divorced  from  my  father,  and  1  never  knew  or  heard  of  my 
mother  receiving  any  notice  of  divorce. 

Mrs.  Mary  E.  Rodgers  added  nothing  material  to  the  testimony  of 
her  brother.  She  also  said:  *'I  am  positive  that  my  mother  was  never 
divorced  from  my  father,"  and  "I  never  knew  my  mother  to  get  any 
notice  of  any  divorce  proceedings  on  the  part  of  my  father.  I  am 
perfectly  satisfied  that  no  divorce  was  ever  granted." 

It  appears  also  that  a  search  was  made  among  the  records  of  the 
courts  of  Owens  County  and  the  city  of  New  York  to  ascertain  if  any 
divorce  proceedings  had  been  instituted  by  the  sailor  against  the  first 
wife  during  the  period  intervening  between  1871  and  1888,  and  no 
such  proceedings  were  found. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  above  recited  it  has  been  assumed  as  a 
proven  fact  that  the  sailor  not  only  had  a  living  wife  at  the  time  of 
his  marriage  to  the  claimant,  but  that  it  has  also  been  positively  shown 
that  there  was  no  divorce  from  said  first  wife.  It  will  be  observed 
that  there  is  onlv  one  witness  to  the  first  marriaofe,  and  no  witness  has 
positively  testified  or  could  know  that  the  sailor  did  not  obtain  a 
divorce  from  the  first  wife.  As  to  the  conduct  of  the  sailor  in  that 
respect,  the  testimon}'  is  limited  to  stjiteraents  that  the  witnesses  had 
not  known  or  heard  of  any  divorce  proceeding  instituted  by  him. 


70  DECISIONS   EELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

This  testimony  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  a  declaration  on  the 
part  of  the  witnesses  that  they  did  not  know  whether  the  sailor  had 
obtained  a  divorce  from  his  first  wife  or  not.  This  is  necessarily  the 
effect  of  the  testimony,  for  the  reason  that  the  sailor  may  have  insti- 
tuted suit  in  some  other  State,  in  which  notice  may  have  been  served 
by  publication.  Besides,  it  certainly  is  not  shown  that  the  first  wife 
did  not  at  any  time  receive  notice  of  divorce  proceedings  on  the  part 
of  the  sailor. 

The  record  of  the  case  being  silent,  therefore,  in  respect  to  divorce, 
it  is  pertinent  to  inquire  what  the  law  determines  in  such  cases.  It 
mRX  be  assumed  as  a  principle  of  well-nigh  universal  applic^ation  that 
the  presumption  of  innocence  and  legality  obtains  as  to  all  proven 
marriages,  and  that,  in  cases  where  one  party  has  been  shown  to  have 
married  twice,  the  presumption  of  the  validity  of  both  marriages 
obtains  until  the  contrary  is  shown  by  competent  proof.  Where  a 
second  marriage  is  shown  the  legal  presumption  at  once  arises  that 
the  first  marriage  had  been  dissolved  cither  by  death  or  divorce  at  the 
time  the  second  was  contracted. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  no  proof,  other  than  the  stateme:  t  of  the 
claimant,  that  she  was  married  in  New  Orleans  in  1871,  but  it  is 
abundantly  show^n  that  from  that  year  she  lived  w4th  the  sailor  as  his 
wife  near  Meridian,  Miss.,  until  his  death  in  1897,  and  that  the  parties 
represented  themselves  to  be  man  and  w^ife  and  were  so  regarded  hy 
the  people  of  the  neighborhood.  This  is  sufficient  in  law  to  raise  the 
legal  presumption  that  a  marriage  ceremony  had  })een  performed.  It 
is  also  shown  })y  record  evidence  that  they  were  married  in  1888.  It 
does  not  devolve  upon  the  claimant  in  this  case  to  show  that  any  former 
marriage  of  the  sailor  had  been  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce,  but  her 
marriage  is  presumed  to  be  legal  until  it  is  shown  by  competent  proof 
that  his  former  marriage  has  not  been  so  dissolved. 

This  principle  is  recognized  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Jen- 
nette  Burton  (9  P.  D.,  31),  wherein  it  is  announced  that 

The  bunion  of  proof  against  tlie  validity  of  the  ceremonial  marriage  duf^  not  rest 
ujxm  the  widow,  but  uixm  the  pjirtiew  wlio  attack  the  vaHdity  of  such  ceremonial 
marriage,  and  the  presumption  of  law  favors  innocence  of  the  latter  marriage  until 
the  contrary  is  proved. 

In  support  of  the  al>ove-stated  principle  the  trase  of  Hull  /•.  Rawles 
(2(5  Miss.,  471)  is  cited,  a  case  from  the  State  in  which  these  })arties 
resided,  and  which  is  exactly  in  point.     It  is  therein  held  as  follows: 

The  fact  that  the  deceased  wm*  living  in  1844  with  a  woman  l>elieved  to  In*  his  wife  is 
no  evidence  that  she  was  living  on  the  0th  of  I)(H'eml>er,  1848  (<late  of  second  mar- 
riage). This  marriage  having  been  solemnized  according  to  the  forms  of  law,  every 
presumption  must  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  validity.  The  statement  of  Rawles 
(made  after  his  second  marriage)  that  his  first  wife  was  then  living  in  Georgia,  while 
it  could  have  been  used  as  evidence  again.'^t  him  in  a  proper  pn>ceeding  in  which  he 
waa  directly  interest^nl  or  could  be  affectetl,  can  not  Ihj  use<l  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
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petitioner.  By  ai^enting  to  the  marriage  he  admitted  that  he  could  then  legally 
enter  into  the  alliani'e.  The  statement  may  have  been  true  that  his^  first  wife  was 
then  living,  and  still  it  would  not  neeessarily  follow  that  she  waa  in  a  legal  sense  his 
wife,  as  the  jmrties  may  have  Ixjen  legally  divorced. 

Applying  that  principle  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  may  have  been  true, 
and  doubtless  was  true,  that  sailor's  first  wife  was  living  at  the  time 
he  ronti'acted  the  second  marriage,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  she  was 
8till  "  in  a  legal  sense  his  wife."  The  presumption  is  that  the  sailor 
had  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  first  wife,  and  that  presumption  pre- 
vails until  the  contrary  appears  by  competent  proof. 

Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  in  section  126,  announces  a  gen- 
ei-al  principle  relating  to  the  legality  of  marriages,  as  follows: 

The  presumption  of  innocence  sometimes  gives  rise  to  a  presumption  of  marriage. 
Agjiin,  the  same  author  says: 

So,  sijmetimes,  if  a  second  marriage  is  prove<i,  a  previous  divorce  of  the  first  one 
may  be  presume<l,  though,  in  general,  a  divorce  can  be  proved  only  by  the  record. 

One  of  the  letuiing  cases  cited  b}'  the  text  writers  in  support  of  the 
doctrine  that  the  pi'esumption  of  innocence  sometimes  gives  rise  to  a 
presumption  of  marriage,  is  that  of  Holmes  ^^  Holmes  (6  La.,  463),  a 
case  which  arose  in  the  State  in  which  these  parties  were  married.  In 
that  ca.se  the  following  principles  are  announced: 

"Marriage  is  reganletl  in  no  other  light  than  a  civil  contract  highly  favored. 

The  lx)uisiana  co<ledoes  notdet^lare  null  a  marriage  not  prece<led  by  a  license  and 
not  evidenced  by  an  act  signe<l  by  a  certain  number  of  witnesses  and  the  parties; 
nor  does  it  make  such  an  act  exclusive  evidence  of  a  marriage.  The  laws  relating  to 
forms  and  ceremonies  are  directory  to  those  alone  who  are  authorized  to  celebrate 
marriages. 

Marriage  may  1h^  prove<l  by  any  s{)ecies  of  evident^  not  prohibited  by  law  which 
tl(K»8  not  presuppose  a  higher  species  of  evidence  in  the  power  of  the  party.  Cohabi- 
tation a*<  man  and  wife  furnishes  presumptive  evidence  of  a  preceding  marriage. 

It  will  thus  be  vseen  that  marriages  are  proven  in  the  State  of  Louisi- 
ana in  the  .same  wav  a.s  in  all  other  States  where  there  is  no  statutorv 
limitation.  There  is  no  such  limitsition  in  the  laws  of  Mississippi,  the 
State  in  which  these  parties  resided. 

The  case  of  Blanchard  r,  Lambert  et  ai.  (48  Towa,  :i2S),  which  is 
regarded  as  a  standard  authority  on  the  ({uestion  involved  in  this  case, 
contains  a  statement  of  the  principle,  as  follows: 

AVhere  a  hu.»<ban<l  and  wife  separate  and  the  former  lives  and  cohabits  for  ye^irs 
with  a  woman  whom  he  claims  and  who  is  reputed  to  be  his  wife,  the  law  presumes 
a  ilivorce  from  the  first  wife,  and  the  latter  may  legally  marry  again. 

It  is  therein  further  held: 

The  plaintiff  aiul  her  former  husband,  Musgrave,  mu.«?t  have  .«eparate<l  iu=»  early  as 
May,  18.58,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  ever  cohal)ited  together  as  husband 
and  wife  after  that  time.  The  plaintiff  did  not  marry  Blanchanl  until  March,  18()7, 
nearly  nine  years  after  her  separation  from  Musgrave.     For  several  years  j)rior  to 


72  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

this  time  Muflgrave  was  living  with  a  woman  who  olaimeci  to  be,  whom  he  claimed 
to  be,  and  who  wan  reimte^l  to  be  his  wife.  The  law  iiresumes  that  thi«  cohabitation 
of  Mufl^rave  was  lawful  and  not  criminal,  and  that  he  had  obtained  a  divorce  fn.»ni 
plaintiff. 

This  adjudication  arose  under  a  petition  filed  by  the  plaintiff  asking- 
that  commissioners  he  appointed  to  admeasure  her  dower  in  certain 
lands  of  which  her  second  husband  died  seized  and  possessed.  She 
was  held  to  be  his  lawful  wife,  and  therefore  entitled  to  dower  in  his 
lands. 

The  same  principle  is  announced  in  the  case  of  Carroll  t\  Carroll 
and  others  (20  Tex.,  731).  This  case  arose  under  a  contest  of  two 
sets  of  children  as  to  their  rights  in  the  estate  of  the  deceased  father. 
It  is  therein  held: 

Where  husband  and  wife  separated  in  1829  and  lived  at  places  remote  from  each 
other,  and  the  wife  married  af^in  in  ISli*)  and  the  husband  in  1S37,  and  the  husband 
and  last  wife  live<l  tojfether  as  man  and  wife  until  his  death,  in  1853,  in  a  c(mtro- 
versy  l)etween  a  child  t)y  the  first  wife  and  the  second  wife  and  her  children  resi>e<*t- 
inj?  the  estate,  it  was  held  that  the  second  marriage  of  the  husband  must  l)e  held 
valid  without  proof  of  a  divorce  l)etween  the  husband  and  first  wife,  notwithstand- 
ing the  sectmd  knew  of  the  first  marriage  of  her  husband,  and  that  his  first  wife 
was  still  living,  but  niarrie<l  to  a  second  husband. 

This  ruling  was  ba.sed  upon  the  presumption  that  the  fii*st  wife  had 
obtained  a  divorce  before  she  married  the  second  time,  as  will  appear 
from  the  further  ruling  in  said  case,  as  follows: 

But  it  is  further  objected  that  the  dei'easetl  Nathaniel  ha<i  a  wife  living  at  the  time 
of  his  marriage  with  the  defendant  Susan,  and  that  this  was  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  (lefendant.  But  the  jiroof  is  that  the  decease<l  had  also  ))een  separated  from  his 
wife  for  about  eight  years,  and  that  his  wife  Elizabeth  ha<l  married  again  in  IKVy, 
more  than  two  years  prior  to  the  marriage  l)etween  the  defendant  Susan  and  the 
dei'easeil  Nathaniel.  There  wa*'  no  evidence  that  the  first  wife  of  the  <lei»ease<i  haii 
obtaine<l  a  divorce  prior  to  her  second  marriage.  But  the  law  in  favor  of  innocence 
raises  such  presumption.  And  the  defendant  Susan,  if  she  knew  of  the  existence  of 
the  first  wife,  might  have  slv.UkI  on  this  presumption  in  (contracting  tht>  marriage 
relation  with  Mr.  Carroll. 

It  appears  that  the  sailor  separated  from  his  wife  l>efore  the  civil 
war,  for  what  reason  does  not  appear,  and  that  the  first  wife  changed 
her  residence  a  imm})er  of  times  subsequent  to  the  separation.  It  may 
}>e  that  sailor  instituted  divorce  proceedings  against  her  in  some  other 
State,  in  which  s(»rvice  may  have  been  perfected  by  publication.  In 
such  a  proceeding  he  may  have  obtained  a  divorce  without  even  the 
personal  knowledge  of  the  first  wife.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  that 
the  witness(»s  sworn  by  the  special  examiner  could  know  whether  or 
not  a  divorce  had  been  obtained. 

In  the  case  of  Patterson  v.  Gaines  (i\  Howard,  550)  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  announced  the  principle  which  is  appli- 
cable in  this  case.  The  material  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows:  Daniel 
Clark,  a  we^ilthy  citizen  of  the  State  of  Louisiana,  died  in  1813,  leaving 
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a  will  made  in  1811,  in  which  he  bequeathed  his  entire  estate  to  his 
mother.  He  also  left  a  surviving  child,  Mrs.  Gaines,  who  was  the  issue 
of  a  marriage  contracted  in  Pennsylvania  a  number  of  years  prior  to 
that  time.  Under  the  laws  of  Louisiana  a  person  who  had  a  child 
viving  him  could  not  devise  more  than  one-fifth  of  his  estate.  Mrs. 
Gaines  instituted  suit  against  the  legal  representatives  of  her  father 
and  such  other  persons  as  had  come  into  possession  of  any  portion  of 
his  estate,  by  purchase  or  otherwise,  to  recover  her  interest  in  said 
estate.  The  only  defense  made  to  prevent  recoveiy  wjis  that  the  mar- 
riage of  the  plaintiff's  father  and  mother  was  illegal,  as  the  mother  had 
a  living  husband  from  whom  she  had  not  been  divorced  at  the  time  of 
her  second  marriage.  The  case  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  under  the  issue  thus  raised,  and  upon  the  hearing  that 
court  held,  in  effect,  as  follows: 

Where  a  marriage  is  proved,  but  alleged  to  be  invalid  by  reason  of 
a  prior  mamage,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  those  who  assert  its  inva- 
lidity to  establish  the  validity  of  the  prior  marriage. 

In  the  light  of  the  authorities  above  cited  it  was  error  to  reject  the 
applications  of  the  claimant  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  not  the 
widow  of  the  sailor.  The  action  is  therefore  reversed,  with  directions 
that  the  cases  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 
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Martha  J.  Kirkland  (alleged  widow). 

Claimant,  the  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  married  Abraham  Jackson  in  1865; 
Jackson  obtained  a  divorce,  a  vinculo,  from  her  in  1881. 

Held:  The  divorce  decree  did  not  put  her  back,  as  to  the  rights  under  the  law,  as 
the  widow  of  Kirkland.  She  forever  destroyed  her  status  as  the  widow  of 
Kirkland  when  she  entered  into  a  valid  marriage  contract  with  Jacksou. 

Afusiatant  Secretary  F.  Z.   Ca)nj)beJl  to  the  CmnrnlHuianei'  of  Pensions. 

Martha  J.,  an  alleged  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  formerly  a 
private  in  Company  E,  Twenty-third  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantr}^  filed 
her  application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  on  June  5,  1897,  claim 
being  rejected  on  September  8,  1897,  on  the  ground  of  no  title.  An 
appeal  was  filed  on  August  30,  1898. 

The  facts  are  as  follows: 

Claimant,  Martha  J.,  was  legally  married  to  Samuel  B.  Kirkland, 
on  March  19,  1844.  Said  Kirkland  died  in  the  service  on  August  2<», 
18r>3,  and  said  Martha  J.  married  Abraham  Jackson  on  March  80, 18(35. 
Said  Jackson  obtained  a  divorce  from  her  on  December  13, 1881.     The 
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above  faetis  are  not  disputed,  but  the  attorney  in  his  appeal  raises  an 
issue  of  law,  the  appeal  being  as  follows: 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  his  letter  of  Augusts,  1898,  admits*  that  pnW 
has  been  filed  that  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  had  been  granted  to  Mrs.  Jackson 
long  before  she  applied  for  a  pension  (in  1881) ,  but  claims  that,  because  it  does  not 
show  that  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Jackson  with  her  second  husband  was  declare<l  void 
ab  initio,  therefore  she  is  not  entitled  to  a  pension  as  the  widow  of  her  first  husliand 
and  sohiier,  Samuel  B.  Kirkland. 

In  this  conclusion,  it  is  respectfully  submitted,  the  Conmiissioner  is  mistaken. 

Marriages  are  set  aside  by  the  courts,  as  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  different 
States,  first,  for  causes  existing  at  the  time  of  the  marriage;  second,  for  causes  exist- 
ing subsequent  to  the  marriage.  (See  Code  of  Iowa,  sees.  3175-3182,  Code  of  1897; 
sees.  2223  and  2231,  Code  of  1873.) 

In  either  case  the  divorce  is  absolute. 

If  the  decree  of  1881  of  the  Pottawattamie  County  district  court  had  been  grante<i 
for  the  first  cause,  the  (Commissioner  admits  Mrs.  Jackson  would  \ye  entitled  to  a 
pension,  but  being  for  the  second  cause  he  denies  it.  This  is  a  distinction  without  a 
difference.  The  law  makes  no  such  distinction  between  the  two  kinds  of  divorce. 
In  either  case  it  is  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii,  and  is  absolute  on  its  face. 

After  the  de(.!ree  of  1881  Mrs.  Jackson  was  no  longer  the  wife  or  the  widow  of 
Abraham  Jackson,  her  second  husband.  By  it  she  was  restored  to  the  position  she 
o<»cupied  lx»fore  her  second  marriage  as  the  widow  of  Sanmol  B.  Kirkland,  and  as 
such  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier  I  insist  she  is  entitled  to  a  pension  under  the 
law  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  support  of  the  legal  position  herein  taken  I  refer  to  volume  5  of  the  American 
and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  page  746,  under  head  of  "  Divon-e;"  also  to  page 
839  of  the  same  volume,  subdivision  4,  in  which  it  is  declared  that  a  decree  a  vin- 
culo matrimonii  dissolves  all  ties  and  destroys  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife. 
After  the  date  of  the  decree  a  husband  ha**  no  wife  and  the  wife  has  no  husband  and 
the  woman  is  a  fenmie  sole. 

This  language  in  the  text  is  fully  sustained  by  numerous  citations,  and  to  which  I 
refer.     I  will  make  no  others.     The  language  of  the  text  is  the  law  of  the  land. 

I  know  that  every  possible  objection  is  now  made  to  the  granting  of  pensions,  but 
this  one  is  so  inexcusable  that  it  ought  not  to  be  sustained. 

The  Coumiissioner  of  Pensions  is  certainly  in  error  in  refusing  a  pension  to  Mrs. 
Jackson,  and  I  again  ask  that  his  decision  l.>e  reversed  and  a  i>ension  granted  to  her. 

The  contention  made  by  the  attorney  is  a  novel  one,  but  it  will  not 
bear  the  test  of  sound  argument. 

The  word  "'divorce/'  while  variouslv  used  in  text-books  and  court 
decisions,  has  nevertheless  a  clearly  defined  and  technical  meaningf. 
Bouvier  defines  it  as  '*The  dissolution  or  partial  suspension,  by  law, 
of  the  marriage  relation;''  the  editor  going  on  to  stiite: 

The  more  (correct  modern  usage,  however,  confines  the  signification  of  divorce  to 
the  dissolution  of  a  valid  marriage.  *  *  *  a  sentence  or  decree  which  renders 
the  marriage  void  a  I)  initio  and  bastanlizes  the  issue  siiould  be  distinguished  from 
one  which  is  entirely  prosj)ective  in  its  (>j>eration;  anrl  for  that  purpose  the  former 
may  be  t<jrmed  a  sentence  of  nullity.     (Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  title  Divorce.) 

Stewart  says  upon  this  point: 

A  decree  separating  parties  validly  married  is  a  decree  of  divorce;  a  decree  de<4ar- 
ing  a  void  marriage  void,  or  making  a  voidable  marriage  void,  is  a  decree  of  nullity. 
(Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  sec.  10.) 
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Now,  while  without  doubt  the  word  divoree  signifies  in  legal  par- 
lance a  dissolution  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  the  mar- 
riage contract,  and  to  this  extent  might  possibly  include  some  cases 
where  parties  were  freed  from  the  marriage  bond  by  reason  of  an 
actual  voidable  marriage,  yet  one  must  always  look  to  the  decree  itself 
to  ascertain  its  precise  legal  effect.  The  decree  in  the  case  at  bar  is  as 
follows: 

State  ok  Iowa,  Pottawattamie  Oninly^  ss: 

Be  it  remembereti,  that  at  a  temi  of  the  district  court  within  and  for  the  county 
and  State  aforesaid,  begun  and  holden  at  the  court-house  in  the  city  of  Council 
Bluffs,  on  the  first  Monday  of  December,  A.  D.  1881,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  day  of 
Dei*ember,  A.  D.  1881,  Hon.  J.  R.  Reed,  judge  of  said  court,  in  and  for  the  fifteenth 
judicial  district  of  said  State,  presiding.  On  the  —  day  of  said  term,  it  being  the 
13th  day  of  Decern lier,  A.  D.  1881,  among  other,  the  following  proceedings  were 
had,  done,  and  entered  of  record,  to  wit: 


[  No.  3276. 


Abraham  Jackson 

vs. 

M.  J.  Jacksox. 

An<l  now,  on  this  13th  day  of  December,  1881,  comes  on  this  cause  for  trial,  a 
defauh  having  been  heretofore  entered,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of  December,  1881,  at 
which  time  the  plff.  appears  by  his  attys.,  Sapp  &  Lyman,  and  the  deft.,  though 
duly  and  legally  notified,  failed  to  appear  or  answer,  and  was  duly  adjudge^l  in 
defauh. 

And  the  cause  being  submitted  to  the  court,  and  the  court  having  examined  the 
evidence  and  being  fully  advised,  finds  for  the  plff. 

Whereupon  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  bonds  of 
matrimony  heretofore  existing  between  plff.  and  defendant  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby,  dissolved,  and  that  plff.  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  forever  and  absolutely 
divorce*!  from  said  deft,  and  restored  to  all  his  rights  as  an  unmarried  man,  and 
that  he  pay  the  costs  of  this  action,  taxed  at dollars. 

The  causes  for  which  the  decree  was  granted  are  not  set  forth  in  the 
decree,  but  the  precise  nature  of  the  decree  is  patent  upon  the  face  of 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  It  dissolved  the  bonds  of  matrimony.  If 
there  had  been  no  legal  matrimony,  the  decree  would  have  so  stated, 
and  it  would  then  have  been  a  decree  of  nullity.  Stewart,  in  his  work  on 
Marriage  and  Divorce,  Chapter  XL,  draws  the  distinction  between 
various  kinds  of  divorces,  as  well  as  degrees  of  nullity,  and  states,  in 
sec.  412: 

Where  the  divorce,  so  called,  is  granted  for  a  cause  which  affects  the  original 
validity  of  the  marriage,  the  decree  is  properly  one  of  nullity. 

Citing  the  following  form  as  illustmtive  of  his  statement — 

Therefore  the  court  doth  hereby  pronoimce,  decree,  and  declare  that  the  said  pre- 
tended marriage  so  had  and  solemnized  between  the  said  W.  H.  M.  and  the  said 
M.  B.  P.,  otherwise  called  M.  B.  M.,  was  and  is  wholly  and  absolutely  null  and  void 
to  ail  intenti)  and  purposes  whatsoever,  and  the  court  doth  hereby  further  pronounce, 
decree,  and  declare  that  the  said  W,  H.  M.  w^aa  and  is  free  from  all  bond  of  marriage 
with  the  said  M.  B.  P. 
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It  needs  no  extended  argument  to  show  that  while  a  divorce  decree 
may,  in  common  parlance,  include  a  decree  of  nuUit}',  yet  the  eflfect  of 
the  decree  of  nullity  is  vastly  diflFerent  from  a  decree  of  divorce,  either 
nisi,  mensa  et  thoro,  or  a  vinculo.  No  one,  if  he  or  she  has  contracted 
a  marriage  which  is  neither  void  nor  voidable,  can  obtain  a  decree  of 
nuUitv- 

A  decree  of  nullity  determines  that  the  parties  never  were  husband 
and  wife  (Stewart  on  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  429),  and  makes  void  what 
might  otherwise  have  been  valid.  *  *  *  It  declares  no  marriage 
ever  existed.     (Ibid.,  sec.  147.) 

The  pseudo  husband  has  not  and  never  did  have  any  right  over  his 
matrimonial  partner.  She  was  never  under  coverture.  In  short,  all 
acts  performed  by  them  arising  out  of  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  are  as  valueless  and  void  as  if  they  never  had  assumed  such  a 
relation. 

The  effect  of  a  regular  divorce  decree — a  vinculo — is,  however,  of 
much  less  extent.  It  calls  a  halt  from  the  date  of  the  decree,  but  can 
not,  from  its  very  nature,  effect  transactions  which  occurred  prior  to 
the  granting  of  the  divorce. 

When  a  legal  marriage  has  taken  place  it  can  be  dissolved  only  by 
death  or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

In  the  present  instance  the  decree  is  admitted  to  be  a  vinculo — a 
regular  divorce  decree — dissolving  the  lionds  of  legal  matrimony  here- 
tofore entered  into.  It  holds,  inferentially,  that  claimant  was  legally 
married  to  Jackson,  but  also  from  and  after  December  13,  1881,  she 
was  no  longer  his  wife.  It  does  not  pretend  to  put  her  back  into  any 
other  former  status  from  which  she  had  been  illegally  separated.  It 
did  not  make  her  again  the  widow  of  Kirkland.  It  made  her  a  femnie 
sole,  wholly  independent  of  Jackson,  and  having  once  legally  ended 
her  status  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland  by  marrying  Jackson,  there  was 
no  wa}^  known  to  the  law  by  which  she  could  again  claim  any  rights 
under  Kirkland. 

It  ma}'^  be  repeated  that  when  this  claimant  entered  into  a  valid 
marriage  contract  with  Jackson  she  effectually  destroyed,  in  the  eyes 
of  the  law,  her  status  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland,  and  no  court  in  anv 
State  could  restore  her  to  her  former  pensionable  status  and  rights  as 
the  widow  of  Kirkland. 

Claimant  is  now  a  femme  sole;  she  is  neither  widow  nor  wife  in  the 
law.  She  is  a  divorced  woman,  and  can  claim  no  more  rights  under 
the  pension  law  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland  than  she  can  under  the  com- 
mon law  as  the  wife  of  Jackson.  Her  status  as  widow  was  destroved 
bv  her  own  act.     The  law  destroved  her  stjitus  as  wife  of  ffackson. 

The  attorney's  contention  is  fallacious  in  the  extreme  and  has  no 
foundation  in  law. 

The  views  herein  expressed  as  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  quoted 
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divorce  decree  are  based  upon  the  presumption  that  the  said  decree  is 
a  valid  one.  The  full  judgment  roll  or  a  transcript  thereof  is  not 
before  the  Department,  and  the  decree,  per  se,  is  certainly  faulty  as 
evidence  in  that  it  does  not  recite  the  grounds  for  the  divorce  granted 
in  a  State  in  which  decrees  of  divorce  are  granted  only  on  statutory 
grounds.  It  may  be  that  such  a  jurisdictional  fact  might  be  presumed 
in  the  {:')sence  of  the  entire  judgment  roll,  but  even  if  the  said  decree 
were  void  it  could  avail  claimant  nothing  in  this  case.  If  the  decree 
was  void  for  want  of  a  proper  statement  of  jurisdictional  facts  it  would 
but  leave  claimant  in  the  status  of  the  wife  of  Jackson;  so  it  is  not 
necessary  to  enter  into  an  extended  discussion  of  the  validity  of  said 
decree.  A  proper  conclusion  could  not  be  reached  on  such  point  on 
the  papers  now  in  evidence. 

The  papers  are  returned.     Action  affirmed. 


CONSTRUCTION— ACT  MARCH  3,   1800— DESERTED  WIFE— RETROACTIVE 

LAWS. 

Mary  Ann  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  prospective,  not  retroactive,  in  its  operation,  and  the 
desertion  named  therein  refers  only  to  such  as  occurs  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  act.  The  word  **  desertion"  in  said  act  is  used  in  its  general  legal  sense, 
and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  one  of  the  married  parties  from  the  other 
or  the  voluntary  refusal  of  one  of  the  married  parties  to  renew  a  suspended 
cohabitation,  without  legal  justification. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

Septeimher  5,  1900. 

Henry  N.  Rothery,  late  sergeant,  Company  D,  Fifth  United  States 
Artillery,  appealed  November  10,  1899,  from  the  Bureau  action  of 
June  3,  1899,  allowing  the  claim  of  Mary  Ann  Rothery  (alleged 
deserted  wife),  filed  March  24,  1899,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
and  directing  that  one-half  of  his  pension  be  paid  to  soldier's  said 
wife. 

Appellant  contends  that  on  May  12,  1899,  he  was  served  with  a 
notice  allowing  him  thirty  days  in  which  to  file  evidence  in  defense  of 
his  wife's  said  claim,  and  that  the  claim  wa^  adjudicated  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  said  thirty  days,  or  on  June  4,  1899;  that  his  wife 
refuses  to  live  with  him;  that  she  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances, 
but  makes  a  good  living,  while  his  army  disabilities  render  him 
unable  to  work;  that  he  is  70  years  of  age,  and  that  since  being 
deprived  of  one-half  his  pension  he  is  dependent  upon  charity,  and 
that  he  has  filed  several  affidavits  showing  that  his  wife  refuses  to  live 
with  him  or  to  permit  him  to  live  with  her. 

It  does  not  appear  that  his  wife  has  been  served  with  copies  of  these 
affidavits  or  of  this  appeal. 
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Soldier  enlisted  September  25,  1857,  and  was  discharged  after  reen- 
listment,  March  31,  1869. 

At  the  date  of  the  filing  of  said  wife's  claim  he  was  in  receipt  of  a 
pension  for  injury  to  right  temple,  and  disease  of  liv^er  and  stomach, 
of  service  origin,  at  $30  per  month,  and  had  a  claim  for  increase 
ponding  under  act  of  July  14,  1892. 

The  files  in  the  case  show  a  notice  dated  May  12,  1899,  wherein 
soldier  was  notified  that  Mary  Ann  Rothery  did  on  March  24,  1899, 
file  an  application  for  one-half  of  his  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  her  and 
failed  to  contribute  to  her  support;  that  thirty  da3's  would  be  allowed 
him  to  file  such  evidence  under  oath  in  the  premises  as  he  might  deem 
necessary,  and  that  the  notice  should  be  attached  to  and  filed  with  his* 
reply.  This  notice  appears  to  have  been  filed  June  6,  1899,  together 
with  testimony  denying  desertion,  and  which  if  true  would  constitute 
a  complete  defense  to  the  wife's  claim.  This  notice  and  the  accompa- 
nying affidavits  were  filed  within  the  thirty  days  named  in  said  notice. 
It  appears,  however,  from  the  face  brief  that  the  wife's  claim  waj> 
submitted  for  approval  June  3,  1899,  and  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
said  thirty  days  and  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  evidence  by  the  soldier- 
While  the  face  brief  fails  to  indicate  when  final  action  was  taken,  it 
does  appear  that  the  wife's  claim  was  in  course  of  adjudication  and 
was  submitted  for  approval  by  the  examiner  June  3,  1899,  and  that 
the  pension  agent,  the  auditor,  and  the  pensioner  were  notified  on  the 
same  date. 

It  further  appears  from  the  papers  in  the  case  that  the  wife's  claim 
was  specially  examined  in  July,  1899,  and  on  July  19, 1899,  the  special 
examiner  reported  that — 

The  wife  has  drawn  one-half  of  his  pension  for  one  quarter;  that,  believing  the 
division  of  the  pension  is  just,  recommend  no  further  action. 

Mrs.  Rothery  testified  July  11,  1899,  that  she  had  received  one-half 
of  soldier's  pension  for  one  quaiter  (three  months)  as  his  deserted  wife. 

This  would  indicate  that  the  wife's  claim  had  been  adjudicated  b}" 
the  Bureau  prior  to  the  special  examination. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  under  which  the  said  wife's  claim  was 
filed,  provides,  so  far  as  cases  of  this  class  are  concerned,  as  follows: 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over 
six  months  (iesert  his  lawful  wife,  she  l)eing  a  woujan  of  goo<l  moral  character  and 
in  necessitous  circumstances,  *  *  *  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby 
directed,  upon  being  satisfied  by  competent  evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one- 
half  of  the  pension  due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of 
such  desertion  to  be  paid  to  the  wife. 

It  is  plain  from  the  reading  that  this  act  is  prospective,  not  retro- 
active, in  its  operation,  and  that  the  desertion  named  in  the  act  refers 
only  to  such  desertion  as  occurred  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act. 
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The  lan^age  of  the  act  is,  "shall  for  a  period  of  over  six  months 
dosert."     *     *    *. 

The  act  created  a  new  condition  and  attached  a  new  disability  affect- 
ing  the  right  of  the  pensioner.  It  also  created  a  new  right  in  behalf 
of  a  new  class  of  persons,  and  operates  only  upon  acts  done  and  trans- 
actions occurring  after  the  act  took  effect. 

It  is  a  fundamental  rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes  that  they  are 
to  be  construed  to  operate  prosi^ectively ,  and  not  retrospectively,  unless 
the  language  clearly  precludes  all  question  as  to  the  intent  of  the  leg- 
islature that  they  should  operate  i-etrospectively.  (See  Sedgwick  on 
Construction  of  Statutory  and  Constitutional  Law,  p.  160-161,  and 
note  (a);  Sutherland  on  Stat.  Con.,  par.  206,  and  cases  cited;  Endlich 
on  Inteipretation  of  Statutes,  par.  271,  and  cases  therein  cited  under 
.note  25;  Maxwell  on  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  p.  191;  Potter's 
Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitutions,  p.  74-162;  Bouvier's  Institutes, 
29;  23  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  p.  448.) 

Retrospective  statutes  are  looked  upon  with  disfavor  by  the  courts, 
and  are  strictly  construed.  As  stated  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Heth  (3  Cranch,  298-413): 

Wonla  in  a  statute  ought  not  to  have  a  retrospective  operation  unless  they  are  so 
clear,  strong,  and  imperative  that  no  other  meaning  can  be  annexed  to  them,  or 
unle»i  the  intention  of  the  leginlature  can  not  be  otherwise  satisfied.  See  also  the 
cafje  of  Jennett  Thompson  (7  P.  D.,  264). 

Sharswood,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v,  Mitchell  (57  Pa.  St.,  211), 

said: 

There  is  no  canon  or  construction  better  settled  than  this,  that  a  statute  shall 
always  be  interpreter!  so  as  to  operate  i)rospectively  and  not  retrospectively  unless 
the  language  is  so  clear  as  to  pret'lude  all  (juention  as  to  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture. Retrospective  laws  generally,  if  not  universally,  work  injustice,  and  ought  to 
l>e  s»o  construed  only  when  the  mandate  of  the  legislature  is  imperative.  *  *  * 
The  language  of  the  act  of  assembly,  in  its  ordinary  use  and  meaning,  relates  to  wills 
thereafter  to  In?  ma<le.  It  is  only  by  a  technical  construction  that  it  can  be  made  to 
l)ear  a  different  sense.  Such  a  constniction  might  justly  Ihj  applied  to  a  law  which 
on  its  face  appears  to  Ik?  retrospective,  in  order  to  restrain  it  to  a  prospective  oper- 
ation, but  it  would  certainly  })e  a  novelty  to  apply  it  conversely.  See  also,  Gable's 
Ex.  V.  Daub  (4  Wright,  217);  rnite<l  Stat4»s  v.  Heth  (3  Cranch,  399);  Murray  r.  Gib- 
son (15  How.,  421);  Har\'ey  v.  Tyler  (2  Wall.,  329);  (^hew  Heong  r.  United  States 
(113  U.  S.,  559 ) ;  Unite*l  States  r.  Ala.  Great  Southern  R.  R.  Co.  (142  U.  S.,  615-ti21 ). 

Statutes  speak  from  the  tiino  they  take  effect,  and  their  taking  effect 
may  depend  on  a  future  contingent  event.  See  Sutherland  on  Con. 
Stat,  pars.  71,  72, 107,  and  160. 

A  prospective  statute  is  one  which  regulates  the  future  and  operates 
upon  acts  done  and  tmnsactious  occurring  after  it  Uikos  effect,  while 
a  retrospective  statute  operates  upon  a  subject  already  existing  or  an 
act  done.     (See  Sutherland  on  Con.  Stat.,  par.  206.) 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act  of  March  3,  IBiH),  a  pensioner's 
desertion  of  his  wife  was  no  ground  for  withholding  a  portion  of  his 
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pension  from  him  and  paying  it  to  his  wife.  How,  then,  can  such 
desertion,  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  operate  to  defeat  his  exclu- 
sive right  to  his  pension  mone}'  ?  To  hold  such  a  construction  of  the 
act  might  operate  to  deprive  a  pensioner  of  the  exclusive  control  of 
his  pension  money,  although  living  in  harmonious  domestic  relation 
with  his  wife,  because  some  time  in  the  past  he  had  temporarily 
deserted  her  for  six  months  and  a  day. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  had  been  the 
uniform  policy  of  the  pension  laws  to  guard  and  protect  the  soldier 
pensioner  in  the  sole  and  exclusive  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his 
pension. 

Section  4747,  Revised  Statutes,  provides: 

No  sum  of  money  due  or  to  become  due  to  any  pensioner  shall  be  liable  to  attach- 
ment, levy,  or  seizure  by  or  under  any  legal  or  equitable  process  whatever,  whether 
the  same  remams  with  the  Pension  OflBce,  or  any  officer  or  agent  thereof,  or  in  in 
course  of  transmission  to  the  pensioner  entitled  thereto,  but  shall  inure  wholly  to 
the  benefit  of  such  pensioner. 

Section  4734,  Revised  Statutes,  passed  as  early  as  May  20,  1836, 
provided  that — 

The  provisions  of  law  which  allow  the  withholding  of  compensation  of  any  person 
who  is  in  arrears  i^hall  not  l)e  construed  to  authorize  the  x)ension  of  any  pensioner  of 
the  United  States  to  be  withheld. 

Section  4745,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  28, 1883,  provides: 

Any  pledge,  mortgage,  sale,  assignment,  or  transfer  of  any  right,  claim,  or  interest 
in  any  pension  which  has  been  or  may  hereafter  be  granted  shall  l>e  void  and  of  no 
effect;  and  any  person  who  shall  pledge,  or  receive  as  a  pledge,  mortgage,  sale,  assign- 
ment, or  transfer  of  any  right,  claim,  or  interest  in  any  pension  or  pension  certificate 
which  ha«»  been  or  may  hereafter  be  granted  or  issued,  or  who  shall  hold  the  same 
as  collateral  security  for  any  debt  or  promises  or  upon  any  pretext  of  such  security  or 
promise,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  \i\yon  conviction  thereof  shall  be 
fined  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  and  the  costs  of  the  prosecution; 
and  any  person  who  shall  retain  the  certificate  of  a  pensioner,  and  refuse  to  surrender 
the  same  upon  the  demand  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  or  a  United  States 
pension  agent,  or  any  other  person  authorized  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  or 
the  pensioner  to  receive  the  same,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  tx)n- 
viction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  and  the 
costa  of  the  prosecution. 

On  December  21,  1893,  Congress  provided: 

That  any  ywnsion  heretofore  or  that  may  hereafter  be  granted  to  any  applicant 
therefor  under  any  law  of  the  United  States  authorizing  the  granting  and  payment 
of  pensions,  on  applications  made  and  adjudicated  upon,  shall  be  deemed  and  held 
by  all  officers  of  the  United  States  to  be  a  vested  right  in  the  grantee  to  that  extent 
that  payment  thereof  shall  not  be  withheld  or  suspended  until,  after  due  notice  to 
the  grantee  of  not  less  than  thirty  days,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  after  hearing 
all  the  evidence,  shall  decide  to  annul,  vacate,  modify,  and  set  aside  the  decision 
upon  which  such  pension  was  granted.  Such  notice  to  grantee  must  contain  a  full 
and  true  statement  of  any  charges  or  allegations  upon  which  such  decision  granting 
such  pension  shall  be  sought  to  be  in  any  manner  disturbed  or  modified. 
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These  various  provisions  show  with  what  jealous  care  Congress  has 
guarded  the  rights  of  the  pensioner,  and  had  Congress  contemplated 
or  intended  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  to  divert  and  withhold  from 
him  a  portion  of  his  pension  money  for  acts  of  omission  or  conunission 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act — acts  in  no  degree  affecting  the  degree 
of  his  physical  disability — it  would  certainly  have  manifested  its  inten- 
tion by  apt  and  appropriate,  clear  and  unmistakable  language. 

Following  the  history  of  this  act,  from  its  introduction  in  the  House 
as  H.  R.  1056  to  its  final  passage,  there  is  nothing  in  the  discussion 
of  the  bill,  either  in  the  House  or  Senate,  to  indicate  any  intention  to 
make  the  act  in  any  manner  retroactive  or  retrospective  in  its  opem- 
tion.  On  the  contrary,  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  "  the  entrance  of 
the  pensioner  into  any  State  Home  for  soldiers  and  sailors  as  an  inmate 
thereof  shall  constitute  prima  facie  evidence  of  desertion  *  *  *  " 
(Congressional  Record,  3d  Session  55th  Congress,  Vol.  32,  Part  1st,  p. 
379),  was  stricken  out,  the  House  having  refused  to  concur  in  that 
portion  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

There  is  therefore  no  ground  upon  which  to  base  an  argument  that 
the  act  was  intended  to  be  retrospective,  but  on  the  contrary  its  plain 
language  shows  it  to  be  prospective  in  its  operation. 

As  the  wife's  application  was  filed  March  24,  1899,  but  twenty -one 
days  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  it  was  premature  and  should  have  been 
rejected,  as  it  was  impossible  for  her  to  prove  the  desertion  named 
therein. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  is  not  a  claim  under  the  second  or  third 
proviso  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

Even  assuming  that  the  six  months'  desertion  named  in  the  act  refers 
to  a  desertion  for  that  period  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  desertion  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in 
said  act  is  not  established  by  the  evidence  in  this  case. 

The  wife  of  the  pensioner  testified  by  affidavit  March  23,  1899,  that 
about  five  years  prior  thereto  soldier  deserted  her  and  had  not  since 
contributed  anything  to  her  support,  and  this  was  corroborated  by  the 
affidavit  of  Mrs.  Heard  and  others. 

The  soldier  in  reply  in  an  affidavit  filed  June  6,  1899,  testified  that 
the  reason  he  did  not  live  with  his  wife  was  that  she  would  not  allow 
him  to  do  so;  that  in  1889  he  was  dismissed  from  a  $1,200  clerkship  in 
the  War  Department,  having  previously  been  absent  sick  with  pay  for 
eleven  months,  and  was  at  the  time  in  the  country  under  medical  treat- 
ment, and  that  upon  his  return  his  wife  treated  him  as  an  unwelcome 
stranger;  that  subsequently  he  went  to  the  hospital  for  treatment, 
incurred  some  debts  incident  to  his  treatment,  and  for  a  time  could 
give  his  wife  no  money;  that  she  notified  him  through  their  son  that 
he  must  keep  away  from  her  house,  as  she  would  have  nothing  to  do 
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with  him,  and  that  she  has  not  spoken  to  or  taken  the  slightest  re<*og- 
nition  of  him  since. 

This  the  wife  denies,  and  a  nmnber  of  witnesses  state  genei-alh'  that 
soldier  deserted  her. 

Her  own  testimony  on  special  examination  corroborates  the  soldier's 
statements,  that  his  wife  refused  to  live  with  him. 

In  answer  to  the  question  b}^  the  special  examiner,  "  Has  your  hat- 
band ever  asked  you  to  live  with  him,"  she  replied: 

I  have  never  given  him  a  chance.  He  haa  never  written  me  asking  that  pri\Hege. 
*  *  *  There  would  be  no  use  of  our  living  together  again ,  because  it  would 
always  }>e  the  same  thing.     We  could  not  live  happily  together.    *    *    * 

The  testimony  is  very  voluminous  and  tends  strongly  to  show  aflfec 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  husband  for  his  wife  and  children,  while  there 
is  an  entire  lack  of  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  wife  of  any  affection 
on  her  part  for  her  husband  since  the  date  of  the  alleged  desertion 
and  for  some  time  prior  thereto. 

Upon  her  return  from  Philadelphia,  and  hearing  that  he  was  at  the 
hospital,  she  did  not  go  to  ascertain  his  condition.  When  meeting 
him  upon  the  street  she  refused  to  recognize  him,  and  the  preponder- 
ance of  the  testimony  tends  strongly  to  show  that  she  refused  to  per- 
mit his  return,  and  she  now  testifies  that  she  will  never  resume  her 
marital  relations  with  her  husband.  Is  she  therefore  in  a  position  to 
charge  and  establish  desertion  ?     Is  not  she  the  deserting  party  ? 

The  word  ''desertion"  in  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  used  in  its 
general  legal  sense,  and  desertion,  in  law,  is  a  willful  abandonment  of 
an  e'mployment  or  a  duty  in  violation  of  a  legal  or  moral  obligation, 
and,  as  applied  to  the  matrimonial  relation,  means  the  willful  with- 
drawal of  one  of  the  married  parties  from  the  other  or  the  voluntary 
refusal  of  one  of  the  married  parties  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabita- 
tion, without  justification,  in  either  the  consent  or  the  wrongful  con- 
duct of  the  other.  As  stated  b}"  Bishop  in  his  work  on  Marriage, 
Divorce,  and  Separation,  paragraph  169: 

To  constitute  desertion  there  must  be  a  simultaneous  separation  and  intent  to 
desert,  and  it  does  not  exist  without  the  presence  of  both.  The  two  need  not  begin 
together,  but  the  desertion  commences  whenever  to  either  one  the  other  is  added. 

The  affirmative  elements  are  two,  the  cohabitation  ended  and  the  offending  party's 
intent  to  desert.     Negatively,  it  must  be  without  legal  justification. 

As  stated  by  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  paragraph  251: 

To  establish  desertion  three  things  must  be  shown:  First,  cessation  of  cohabita- 
tion; second,  the  intention  of  the  mind  of  the  defendant  not  to  resume  cohabitation; 
third,  the  absence  of  the  complainant's  consent  to  the  separation  or  conduct  justify- 
ing it.  *  *  *  One  can  not  be  deserted  while  he  or  she  consents  to  the  separation, 
and  the  one  who  intentionally  drives  the  other  away  deserts  such  other. 

Separation  is  not  desertion,  as  announced  in  IngersoU  v.  Ingersoll 
(49  Pa.  St.,  249),  and  the  mere  fact  that  parties  are  living  apart  does 
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not  even  raise  the  presumption  of  desertion,  and  separation  by  mutual 
consent  of  the  parties  is  not  desertion  in  either.  The  consent  may  not 
be  expressed,  it  may  be  inferred  from  conduct.     (See  also  S.  C,  256.) 

So  also  the  intent  must  be  intended  to  be  permanent,  and  the  one 
who  has  the  intent  to  desert,  whether  it  be  the  one  who.  leaves  the 
matrimonial  home  or  not,  is  the  one  who  deserts.  (Ibid.,  254-255.) 
As  held  in  Marker  v.  Marker  (11  N.  J.  L.,  267),  "desertion  is  a  ques- 
tion of  intention." 

The  desertion  must  be  against  the  will  and  consent  of  the  party 
deserted.  See  cases  of  Rose  v.  Rose  (50  Mich.,  92);  Better  v.  Better 
(Ibid.,  51). 

As  stated  by  Judge  Campbell  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Cooper  (17 
Mich.,  205): 

Desertion  can  only  be  complained  of  when  it  is  against  the  will  of  the  party  who 
is  deserted.  If  there  be  a  separation  by  consent,  that  consent  shows  that  the  parties 
deem  it  no  grievance  to  be  deprived  of  each  other's  society. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to 
establish  desertion  on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  or  that  he  has,  in  the 
language  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  deserted  his  wife.  There  is  not 
only  a  lack  of  evidence  establishing  an  intent  to  desert  on  the  part  of 
the  soldier,  but  the  evidence  does  establish  the  fact  that  his  wife  f reelv 
and  voluntarily  acquiesced  and  consented  to  the  separation.  The  pen- 
sioner has  at  various  times  indicated  his  desire  to  return  to  his  wife  if 
she  would  consent,  but  she  has  persistently  refused  [her  consent,  and 
expressly  testified  that  she  *'  never  asked  him  to  come  back;  had  never 
given  him  a  chance  to  ask  her  to  live  with  him,  and  was  glad  that  he 
had  concluded  to  stay  away;"  that  she  "had  to  choose  between  him 
and  my  children;  we  could  not  live  together,  and  what  was  the  use;" 
that'*  there  would  be  no  use  in  our  living  together  again,"  etc. 

The  pensioner  asserts  that  when  he  left  home  at  the  time  his  wife 
was  in  Philadelphia  he  expected  to  return  to  her;  that  she  knew  he 
was  going  to  the  hospital  before  she  left  for  Philadelphia;  that  he  told 
her  he  would  have  to  go  because  he  was  sick;  that  she  afterwards  sent 
him  word  by  his  son  Harry  to  stay  away.  In  this  he  is  corroborated 
by  Mrs.  Harry  Rothery  and  by  the  subsequent  conduct  and  conver- 
sation of  his  wife.  That  when  he  left  the  house  September,  1890,  and 
went  to  the  hospital  he  did  not  expect  to  go  away  to  stay;  that  he 
went  expecting  to  get  cured;  that  he  had  never  said  that  he  would  not 
go  back  to  her;  that  he  had  spoken  to  her  in  the  street,  but  she  had 
refused  to  recognize  him;  that  he  would  wiUingly  live  with  her  if  she 
would  ask  him  in  good  faith. 

Both  the  pensioner  and  his  wife  are  reported  of  good  reputation, 
and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  her  to  establish  desertion  on  the  part 
of  her  husband,  against  her  wDl  and  consent.     This  I  think  she  has 
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failed  to  do,  and  even  assuming  that  the  language  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1899,— 

That  in  a  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over 
six  months  desert  his  lawful  wife — 

means  slwll  hxive^  and  refers  to  acts  of  desertion  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  act,  she  has  failed  to  establish  desertion,  and  that  both  upon 
legal  grounds  and  upon  the  merits  of  the  cas€>  her  application  should 
have  been  denied. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  you  are 
directed  to  restore  to  pensioner  the  pension  of  which  he  has  been 
deprived  by  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from. 


line  of  duty— evidencb— presumptions. 
William  D.  Mitchell. 

When  prior  soundness  is  shown,  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  that  the  injury 
was  sustained  in  the  service  is  furnished,  there  being  no  circumstances  w^hich 
would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty,  and  such 
injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  injury 
was  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

Assistcmt  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphell  to  the  Comiiihaiontr  of  Peii8ion^% 

Septeiuher  11,  1900. 

William  D.  Mitchell,  formerly  a  private  in  Captain  Lambert's 
Independent  Company  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  his 
declaration  under  the  general  law  on  December  30,  1874,  alleging 
injury  to  the  left  arm,  claim  being  rejected  on  May  29,  1896,  on  the 
ground  that  service  origin  was  not  shown.  An  appeal  was  filed  on 
February  24,  1898,  and  the  rejection  was  affirmed  in  an  opinion  pro- 
mulgated in  said  case  on  July  14, 1899.  A  motion  for  reconsidei*ation 
was  filed  on  September  16,  1899,  and  is  as  follows: 

Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Sir:  Referring  to  the  claim  under  the  general  law  of  William  D.  Mitchell,  deceased. 
Captain  Lambert* s  Independent  Company  Pennsylvania  Cavalry,  certificate  No. 
683915,  we  have  the  honor  to  request  the  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  the 
Department  of  July  14,  1899,  affinning  the  action  of  rejection  on  the  ground  that — 

**  The  evidence  adduced  on  sx)ecial  examination  fails  to  show  that  this  claimant 
received  the  allege<l  injury  to  left  arm  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty." 

The  syllabus  of  the  decision  indicates  an  error,  as  it  would  ajjpear  therefrom  that 
the  rejection  was  based  upon  what  the  **  evidence  adduced  upon  special  examination  " 
failed  to  show.  The  claimant  filed  considerable  evidence  which  is  entitled  to  con- 
sideration. 

It  is  further  submitted  that  the  incurrence  in  line  of  duty  should  be  presumed  in 
this  ca«e  under  the  circumstances.  The  claimant  herein  w^as  alone,  on  picket  duty, 
at  the  time  he  incurred  injury  of  left  arm,  hence  can  not  furnish  the  testimony  of  eye- 
witnesses. But  he  has  furnished  testimony  of  persons  who  saw  him  when  he  returned 
from  picket  duty,  showing  that  his  arm  was  then  injured  and  what  he  then  declared 
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were  the  circumstancee  under  which  he  was  injured.  This  is  circumstantial  evi- 
dence of  great  weight.  This  Department  admits  that  the  rule  requiring  eyewitnesses 
may  be  ignored  under  certain  circumstances,  and  cites  that  if  the  soldier  had 
incurred  his  injury  while  in  action  it  would  be  in  accord  with  good  practice  and  in 
harmony  with  the  spirit  of  the  pension  laws  to  presume  line  of  duty,  but  refuses  to 
presume  it  in  this  case  because  ''the  operations  of  the  command  to  which  the 
8<>l<lier  was  attache<l  were  confined  to  a  part  of  the  country  where  a  condition  of  war 
did  not  exist.*'  Why,  we  ask,  is  it  reasonable  to  presinne  that  a  horse  is  less  liable 
to  throw  his  rider  in  **a  part  of  the  country  where  a  condition  of  war  did  not  exist," 
or  "in  a  peaceful  community*'  than  elsewhere?  Being  thrown  from  a  horse  is  an 
accident  not  peculiar  to  a  particular  part  of  the  country,  nor  to  battle;  and  if  an 
injury'  of  the  nature  descril>ed  was  incurred  in  action  there  would  probably  be  less 
reason  for  the  presumption  of  line  of  duty,  because  in  such  case  there  undoubtedly 
would  he  eyewitnesses  to  the  accident.  Where  the  circumstances  indicate  the  pres- 
ence of  eyewitnesses  there  is  less  reason  for  admitting  any  presumption.  It  is  in 
cases  such  as  the  case  at  bar  that  it  is  reasonable  to  dispense  with  direct  evidence. 

We  submit  that  the  decision  of  the  Department  is  very  illiberal,  because  the  admis- 
sion of  a  presumption  of  line  of  duty  ought  to  rest  upon  the  probability  whether  the 
injury  could  have  been  incurred  in  the  manner  alleged,  and  the  reason  for  the  non- 
production  of  eyewitnesses,  rather  than  upon  the  circumstances  indicated  in  the 
decision  of  the  Department,  which  are  apparently  immaterial  on  the  question  of 
proTjability.  / 

The  case  at  l)ar  is  practically  identical  with  that  of  Thomas  S.  Harkins(l  P.  D., 
459) ,  in  which  the  injury  was  presumed  to  have  been  incurred  as  alleged.  In  that 
case  the  soldier  was  ruptured  by  the  fall  from  a  horse;  not  in  action,  but  in  a  part  of 
the  country  where  a  condition  of  war  did  not  exist.  No  evidence  of  eyewitnesses 
couhl  be  furnished,  but  he  furnished  the  evidence  of  witnesses  who  saw  him  when 
he  returned  to  the  regiment.  It  was  held  that  the  claimant's  own  sworn  statement 
must  }ye  allowed  some  weight.  There  was  no  record  of  the  injury,  yet  the  Depart- 
ment held  that  the  applicant  was  in  line  of  duty  when  injured,  citing  the  case  of 
John  B.  Talbott,  No.  352683,  decided  May  25,  1887.  In  support  of  the  same  princi- 
ple see  the  cases  of  Thaniel  Cook  (5  L.  B.  P.,  118) ;  Reuben  Moyer  (13  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  577) ; 
William  W.  Meyer  (3  P.  D.,  246) ;  Peter  N.  F.  Von  Ottendorf  (3  P.  D.,  341) . 

It  is  also  apparently  held  by  the  Department  that  line  of  duty  could  be  presumed 
if  a  record  of  the  injury  existed.  Unless  the  record  showed  affirmatively  that  the 
injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty  we  are  unable  to  see  that  there  would  be  greater 
reason  for  presuming  line  of  duty  from  a  record  than  from  any  other  evidence  show- 
ing the  existence  of  an  injury  in  the  service.  We  l^elieve  the  existence  of  the  claim- 
ant's injury  in  service  is  conclusively  established.  A  record  could  do  no  more.  If 
a  fact  be  admitteti  it  would  appear  that  the  class  of  evidence  establishing  the  fact  is 
immaterial  to  a  presumption  derivable  from  such  fact.  The  presumption  comes  from 
the  fact,  not  from  the  antecedent  evidence. 

That  pail  of  the  Departmental  opinion  specifically  objected  to  in 
this  motion  as  unsound  in  law  is  as  follows: 

The  evidence  adduced  upon  special  examination  fails  to  show  that  this  claimant 
received  the  alleged  injury  to  left  arm  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty.  The  fact  that 
he  returned  to  his  home  with  his  arm  injured,  an  shown  by  some  of  the  evidence,  is 
not  conclusive  that  the  injury  was  received  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty.  None  of 
the  witnesses  who  testify  in  this  case  were  present  when  the  alleged  injury  is  said  to 
have  been  received,  and  therefore  can  not  say  that  the  same  was  received  in  line  of 
dutv. 

To  establish  the  incurrence  of  any  injury  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  in  the 
absence  of  a  record  there  should  be  presented,  as  a  rule,  the  testimony  of  persons 
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who  were  present  when  the  injuiy  was  received.  There  are,  however,  circumstances 
under  which  this  rule  may  properly  be  ignored.  For  instance,  where  the  command 
to  which  the  soldier  was  attached  was  in  action  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  it 
would  be  properly  in  accord  with  good  practice  and  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  of 
the  pension  laws  to  presume  that  an  injury  of  the  nature  described  in  this  ca£>e,  at 
such  a  time  and  under  such  circumstances,  was  received  in  the  line  of  duty,  even 
though  there  were  no  eyewitnesses  to  the  occurrence;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
when  the  operations  of  the  command  to  which  the  soldier  was  attached  were 
confined  to  a  part  of  the  coimtry  where  the  condition  of  war  did  not  exist,  act- 
ing as  the  agents  of  a  State,  executing  the  laws  governing  the  draft,  in  a  peaceful 
conMnunity,  where  no  actual  conflict  with  the  common  enemy  could  take  place,  line 
of  duty  can  notbe  presiuned  except  upon  the  unqualified  and  direct  testimony  of  eye- 
witnesses or  record. 

This  Department  has  never  attempted,  unless  inadvertently  so,  as 
was  done  in  the  present  instance,  to  lay  down  any  specific  rule  as  to 
what  kind  or  class  of  evidence  is  necessary  in  order  to  prove  service 
origin  of  disabilities  in  all  cases.  AVhat  might  be  considered  proof  in 
one  case  might  not  be  so  considered  in  another.  Everything  depends 
upon  the  suiTounding  conditions  and  circumstances,  coupled  alwaj's 
with  the  fact  that  a  case  should  be  proved  by  the  highest  class  of  evi- 
dence that  the  alleged  incurrence  is  susceptible  of.  If  one  alleges 
honorable  discharge,  it  should  be  proved  by  record  evidence.  If  one 
alleges  hospital  treatment  for  a  severe  injury  or  disease,  and  the  rec- 
ords of  such  hospital  are  intact,  that  record  is  presumed  to  show 
treatment;  if  it  does  not,  the  reasons  why  the  record  is  silent  should 
be  satisfactorily  shown.  If  there  were,  as  a  fact,  eyewitnesses  to  an 
alleged  incurrence  of  an  injur}',  the  testimony  of  such  eyewitnesses 
should  be  obtained  or  satisfactory  reasons  given  why  such  evidence  is 
not  produced.  Whether  the  injury  was  incurred  in  time  of  peace,  in 
a  battle,  in  a  crowded  community,  in  camp,  or  anywhere  else  matters 
not,  only  so  far  as  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  alleged  incur- 
rence demonstrate  as  to  what  is  the  best  evidence  that  the  case  is 
susceptible  of. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  statements  in  the  former  decision 
in  this  case  in  so  far  as  they  attempt  to  lay  down  a  rule  of  evidence  to 
be  observed  in  proving  service  origin  are  not  correct.  They  lay  down 
a  much  more  strenuous  rule  than  ever  obtained  in  cases  of  like  import 
under  the  common  law  or  under  any  statute  that  I  have  ever  seen, 
and  such  statements  in  said  decision  will  be  disregarded  and  held  as 
of  no  weight. 

Any  evidence  which  tends  to  convince  the  mind  that  the  thing  sought 
to  be  proved  is  true  is  of  value.  The  evidence  of  one,  who  although 
an  alleged  eyewitness,  yet  is  shown  to  be  wholly  irresponsible  as  to 
truth,  is  of  little  if  any  value;  while  the  evidence  of  a  credible  affiant, 
although  not  an  eyewitness,  yet  who  testifies  to  material  facts,  may 
carry  much  weight.  The  true  test  of  the  weight  of  evidence  lies  in 
its  convincing  power. 
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The  former  opinion  related  only  to  testimony  adduced  at  special 
examination,  and  the  contention  of  the  attorneys  to  the  eflfect  that  the 
evidence  filed  by  claimant  and  soldier  is  entitled  to  weight  is  a  sound 
contention,  and  this  case  will  consequently  be  discussed  de  novo. 

This  soldier  was  in  the  service,  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  on 
three  different  occasions.  He  was  a  private  in  Company  K,  Third 
Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  April  19,  1861,  to  July  30, 
1861;  a  sergeant  in  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  thirty-third  Penn- 
sj^lvania  Volunteer  Infantr}^  from  August  1,  1862,  to  May  23,  1863, 
and  a  private  in  Captain  Lambert's  Independent  Company  Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer  Cavalry  from  August  7,  1864,  to  his  discharge  on 
Kovember  25,  1864.  He  alleged,  on  December  30,  1874,  that  he  sus- 
tained an  injury  to  his  arm  on  the  night  of  October  23,  1864,  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  at  Benton,  Columbia  County,  Pa.,  while  return- 
ing from  picket  dut\\  That  he  was  sent  by  his  captain  to  an  impro- 
vised hospital  at  Bloomsburg,  was  there  treated  by  Dr.  Jackson, 
returned  to  his  command,  was  discharged  shortly  after,  and  was  then 
treated  by  Dr.  Bunn.  That  the  only  person  who  knew  of  the  actual 
incurrence  of  said  disability  was  John  Shoemaker. 

John  Shoemaker  and  Alfred  M.  Bryant,  members  of  claimant's  com- 
pan}',  swore,  on  February  6,  1875,  that  ''on  or  about  the  22d  day  of 
October,  1864,  at  or  near  Benton,  Columbia  County,  Pa.,  he,  the 
said  William  D.  Mitchell,  was  injured  in  the  left  arm  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse.  ^  This  sentence  is  the  sum  of  said  affidavit, 
save  its  formal  parts.  Said  Bryant,  on  August  7, 1896,  made  affidavit 
again  to  the  same  fact,  further  stating: 

I  remember  that  Mitchell  was  on  detail  duty  during  the  night,  and  was  brought 
into  camp  in  the  morning;  his  left  arm  was  broken,  and  he  was  unfit  for  duty  and 
was  taken  to  the  hospital. 

(It  may  here  be  stated  that  soldier  died  on  February  20, 1892,  being 
in  receipt  of  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890).  Joseph  Karns,  a  member  of  claimant's  company, 
swore,  on  July  5,  1887,  that  at  the  time  and  place  alleged — 

Soldier  incurred  a  fracture  of  the  left  elbow  by  being  thrown  from  his  horse  in  the 
following  manner:  While  returning  to  camp  from  picket  duty  the  horse  became 
anmanageable  and  threw  him  upon  the  rough  road.  He  was  on  duty  by  order  of 
the  captain  commanding,  i.  e.,  Captain  Lambert,  of  Chambersburg,  Pa.;  I  saw 
William  D.  Mitcheirs  injury  immediately  after  the  occurrence,  that  if,  about  an  hour 
afterwards;  I  saw  him  up  to,  say,  the  day  of  his  discharge,  which  was  not  long  after 
the  injury  w-as  incurred  by  him,  at  Ilarrisburg,  Pa.,  and  hswas  so  injured  then  from 
the  effects  of  his  being  thrown  froin  his  horse,  as  above  stated,  that  he  did  not  recover 
the  use  of  his  arm.  ♦  »  ♦  I  was  in  camp  and  saw  William  D.  Mitchell  when  he 
was  brought  in,  which  was  a  very  short  time  after  his  injury. 

Questions  propounded  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  the  affiant 
failed  to  shake  his  ti.^timon}^  in  any  particular.  He  reiterates,  in  his 
own  language,  the  details  as  recited  in  his  affidavit. 
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There  is  no  other  evidence  of  value  regarding  incurrence,  and  the 
War  Department  has  no  record  of  a  hospital  at  Bloomsbui'g,  neither 
has  it  any  medical  record  of  the  said  military  organization. 

Soldier's  command  was  a  rather  irregular  organization,  appears  to 
have  been  engaged  largely  in  provost  duty,  and  the  absence  of  its 
records,  as  well  as  any  history  of  the  improvised  hospital,  is  not 
strange.  The  merits  of  this  case,  under  these  circumstances,  ishould 
not  be  affected  because  of  no  record,  and  no  adverse  presumption  can 
attach  bv  reason  of  no  record. 

Nothing  further  appears  to  have  l)een  done  in  this  case  until  after 
the  soldier's  death,  wlien  his  wife  attempted  to  complete  the  claim. 
A  special  examination  was  held  in  1895,  and  it  was  shown  that  the 
captain  and  surgeon  who,  it  is  alleged,  treated  soldier  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  and  soldier's  own  physician.  Dr.  Bunn,  have  long  since 
been  dead.  So  were  Shoemaker  and  Karns,  the  witnesses  hereinbefore 
referred  to.  It  is  not  shown  that  Bryant  was  dead,  and  no  endeavor 
appears  to  have  been  made  to  take  his  testimony. 

No  one  testifies  at  special  examination  regarding  actual  incurrence 
save  one  aflSant,  whose  testimony  is  very  similar  to  that  of  Karns,  men- 
tioned above.  He  gives  the  same  version.  This  affiant  filed  an 
original  affidavit,  sworn  to  on  Februaiy  7,  1889,  and  he  reiterates  his 
statements  made  in  said  affidavit,  on  special  examination.  His  reputa- 
tion is,  at  this  date,  below  par,  but  it  seems  that  the  showing  on  this 
point  ha»s  reference  to  his  personal  reputation  b}'  reason  of  his  dis- 
solute habits  leather  than  to  his  reputation  for  vei*acity.  It  appeal's 
that  his  personal  reputation  was  good  up  to  late  years,  and  it  is  possi- 
ble at  the  date  he  made  his  affidavit  that  nothing  could  be  said  against 
him.  I  would  not  place  too  nmch  reliance  upon  his  statements  uncor- 
roborated, but  inasmuch  as  his  evidence  is  to  the  same  particular  as 
that  already  quoted  from  other  affiants  of  good  standing  it  is  entitled 
to  weight  as  corroborative  evidence. 

But  little  endeavor  appears  to  have  been  made  to  interview  com- 
rades, although  it  should  be  said  that  those  who  were  seen  do  not 
recall  the  alleged  occurrence.  Soldier  appears  to  have  been  more 
than  an  ordinarily  well-educated  man,  })ore  a  first-class  reputation,  and 
the  testimony  which  follows  is  from  parties  of  whom  the  sj^ecial  exam- 
iner states  '^are  of  exceptionally  good  character  and  are,  for  the  most 
part,  old  and  highly  respecti^d  citizens  of  Johnstown,  who  survived 
the  historic  flood  of  1889.'' 

The  soldier  was  married  in  18G5,  the  year  after  his  discharge,  and 
his  widow  states  that  when  she  first  knew  him  his  arm  was  injured  to 
such  an  extent  that  he  could  bend  it  ])ut  little  at  the  elbow.  She  testi- 
fies to  the  continuance  of  the  same  disability  up  to  death.  An  affiant 
who  married  soldier's  sister  testifies  that  he  saw  him  within  a  month 
after  discharge  and  that  the  arm  wjts  very  stiff,  with  onh'  slight  eUx)w 
motion;    that  he  alwa3's   carried  his  arm  in  a  peculiarly  noticeable 
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manner,  and  that  it  remained  in  said  condition  until  death.  Soldier 
was  a  molder  by  trade,  and  one  of  his  acquaintances  testifies  that  he  saw 
him,  probably  early  in  1865,  and  that  his  arm  was  then  afi'ected.  His 
recollection  is  that  the  trouble  was  in  the  elbow  joint  and  below  it.  It 
appears  by  this  affiant  and  othei*s  that  soldier  had  considerable  diffi- 
culty in  using  this  arm  in  his  trade,  but  that  he  was  a  good  workman 
and  always  received  aid  from  his  fellow-workmen  when  he  was  called 
upon  to  do  work  requiring  the  use  of  the  injured  arm.  Soldier's  sister 
testifies  that  she  saw  him  within  a  few  days  after  return  from  the 
service,  and  her  evidence  as  to  the  condition  of  the  arm  is  the  same  as 
heretofore  recited.  Soldier's  nephew  testifies  to  the  disabled  condition 
of  the  arm  in  1871,  at  which  date  he  commenced  to  learn  the  molder's 
trade  from  soldier,  but  states  that  he  knows  the  arm  was  in  the  same 
condition  a  considerable  time  before  then.  He  can  not  fix  the  exact 
date  when  he  first  knew  it.  This  affiant  was  about  9  years  of  age  at 
soldier's  discharge. 

The  manager  of  the  iron  and  steel  foundry  of  the  Johnson  Company, 
at  Johnstown,  Pa.,  testifies  that  he  worked  with  soldier  in  the  Cam- 
bria Iron  Company  from  1853  up  to  the  time  of  soldier's  enlistment; 
that  soldier  returned  from  the  war  in  1864,  and  that  thev  went  to 
work  together  again,  immediately  after  discharge,  and  that  his  arm 
was  crippled  at  that  time.  He  further  states  that  the  bones  appeared 
to  have  been  broken  and  the  arm  improperly  set,  the  injury  being 
between  the  elbow  and  wrist.  He  also  testifies  to  the  continued  disa- 
bility. Another  feUow-workman  testifies  to  the  crippled  condition  of 
the  arm,  which  he  first  saw  in  1865,  and  corroborates  all  of  the  other 
affiants  as  to  continuance,  and  as  to  the  nature  of  the  disability.  A 
fellow-comrade  in  a  previous  service  testifies  to  the  soundness  of 
soldier  in  his  second  ser\''ice,  further  stating  that  he  saw  him  in  the 
fall  of  1864,  and  that  he  then  had  a  crippled  arm.  His  description  of 
the  disabilit}^  is  the  same  as  that  given  by  all  the  witnesses.  The  fore- 
going is  practically  all  there  is  to  the  case.  It  should  be  mentioned, 
however,  that  nearly  all  the  above-quoted  affiants  state  that  soldier 
told  them  that  he  had  sustained  his  injury,  while  in  the  cavalry  serv- 
ice, b}'  lieing  thrown  from  his  horse,  and  that  prior  soundness  is  not 
questioned. 

In  summing  up  this  evidence  I  arrive  at  the  following  conclusions, 
viz:  Soldier  was  sound  at  enlistment.  He  is  shown  to  certainly  have 
had  a  crippled  arm  at  discharge,  and  the  aim  remained  in  the  same 
condition  up  to  the  date  of  the  filing  of  his  first  declaration,  and  such 
condition  continued  up  to  death.  The  absence  of  any  record  is  fully 
accounted  for,  and  while  there  is  no  testimony  of  eyewitnesses  as  to 
a<*tual  incurrence,  yet  there  is  good  testimony  as  to  his  disabled  con- 
dition immediately  after  the  alleged  incurrence,  and  there  is  no  valid 
or  cogent  suspicion  i-aised  by  the  history  of  the  case  that  the  alleged 
injuiy  was  the  result  of  any  act  outside  the  line  of  duty.     He  was  dis- 
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charged  within  a  month  after  the  alleged  incurrence,  and  the  evidence 
shows,  as  stated,  that  his  arm  was  certainly  crippled  at  discharge. 
The  first  medical  examination,  held  on  April  6,  1882,  shows — 

Fracture  of  the  humerus,  left;  there  is  partial  anchylosis  at  elbow.    He  can  not 
fully  extend  his  arm,  nor  can  he  put  his  hand  to  his  mouth. 

It  is  a  rule  of  law  in  pension  cases  that  when  prior  soundness  is 
shown,  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  had  that  the  injury  was  tsus- 
tained  in  the  service  as  alleged,  there  being  no  circumstances  which 
would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty, 
and  said  injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  dut3\  This  rule  appears 
to  have  been  followed  by  the  Department — it  is  a  sound  one — and  care- 
ful investigation  fails  to  disclose  any  decision  entertaining  a  contrary 
view.  See  Reuben  Moyer  (13  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  577);  Peter  N.  F.  Von  Otten- 
dorf  (3  P.  D.,  341). 

Now,  in  applying  this  rule  of  law  to  the  facts  in  evidence,  it  is  seen 
that  prior  soundness  has  been  shown.  There  is  a  good  degree  of  proof 
that  the  injury  was  sustained  as  alleged,  and  there  is  not  the  shadow 
of  a  suspicion  raised  by  an}"  of  the  evidence,  or  by  the  history  of  the 
case,  that  any  act  on  soldier's  part  outside  the  line  of  dutj^  contributed 
in  the  slightest  manner  toward  the  injury.  It  is  further  shown  that  the 
effects  of  the  injury  were  present  at  discharge  and  continued  until  death. 

It  must  therefore  be  concluded  that  service  origin,  in  line  of  duty, 
of  the  alleged  injury  to  the  arm  has  been  shown,  and  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  must  be  vacated  and  the  claim  admitted. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  soldier  was  guilty  of  laches  in  allowing 
time  to  elapse  so  that  three  important  witnesses  are  now  dead,  from 
whom  it  was  probable  very  reliable  evidence  could  have  been  secured. 
If  this  were  true  there  would  be  some  force  in  the  suggestion;  but  the 
papers  in  the  case  show  that  soldier,  up  to  the  date  of  his  death,  made 
repeated  attempts  to  have  his  case  adjudicated,  and  to  be  advised  as  to 
what,  if  any,  evidence  was  lacking,  and  all  without  avail.  Under  such 
circumstances  laches  can  not  be  attributed  to  him. 

Motion  sustained  and  action  reversed. 


CONSTRUCTION— ACT  MARCH  3,  1890— RETRO ACTFV^E  LAWS— DBSEBTED 

WIFE. 

Catharine  Richards  v.  James  J.  Richards. 

1.  To  entitle  the  deserteti  wife  of  an  invalid  pensioner  to  receive  one-half  the  pen- 
sion of  her  husband  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  must 
appear  that  she  has  been  deserted  by  said  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  sulwequent  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  sn%  said  act  being  wholly 
prospective  and  not  retroactive  in  its  operation  and  character.  (See  case  of 
Mary  Ann  Rothery  r.  Henry  N.  Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77). 
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2.  The  application  of  Ciathaiine  Richards  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one- 
half  the  pension  of  this  appellant,  James  J.  Richards,  having  been  filed  in  the 
Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899,  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  said  ac*t,  was  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  no  legal  rights  what- 
ever having  accrued  to  her  on  said  date  under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

{Af<^L'itu7it  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  tJie  Commisa loner  of  Penaloiis^ 

Septemherr  15^  1900.) 

James  J.  Richards,  late  private,  Company  G,  Seventeenth  Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer  Cavalry,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the 
general  pension  law,  certificate  No.  281830,  at  the  rate  of  $17  per 
month,  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart  and  varicose 
veins  of  right  leg. 

Catharine  Richards  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899, 
an  application,  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  for  one-half  of  the  pension  of  said  pensioner,  alleging 
that  she  was  his  lawful  wife,  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances,  and  that  she  had  been  deserted  by  said  pen- 
sioner for  a  period  of  over  six  months. 

After  due  notice  to  said  pensioner  of  said  application,  and  consid- 
ei-ation  of  the  evidence  filed  in  the  case  by  both  parties,  said  applica- 
tion was,  on  May  7,  1900,  approved  for  admission,  and  one-half  the 
pension  of  said  pensioner  was  ordered  and  directed  to  be  paid  to  said 
Catharine  Richards. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  by  said  pensioner  on  May  24, 1900. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  under  which  this  appli- 
cation for  one-half  the  pension  of  said  pensioner  was  made,  and  which 
are  applicable  thereto,  are  contained  in  the  first  proviso  of  said  act, 
and  are  as  follows: 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances,  *  »  ♦  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  directed, 
upon  being  satisfied  by  competent  evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one-half  of 
the  pension  due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of  such 
desertion  to  be  paid  to  the  wife. 

The  question  whether  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
181>9,  were  to  be  construed  as  having  a  retroactive  signification  and  as 
authorizing  the  depriving  the  pensioner  of  one-half  of  his  pension  and 
the  payment  of  the  same  to  the  wife  upon  proof  of  a  desertion  of  the 
^vife  by  the  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six  months  at  any  time 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  or  whether  they  were 
strictly  prospective  in  character  and  operation  and  referred  only  to 
such  desertion  subsequent  to  said  date,  was  most  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively considered  and  discussed  in  a  recent  decision  of  this  Department 
in  the  case  of  Mary  Ann  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77). 
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wherein  it  was  expressly  held  and  decided  that  the  provisions  of  saiJ 
act  were  wholly  prospective,  and  not  retroactive  in  character  and  oper- 
ation, and  the  desertion  which  would  authorize  the  payment  of  onr - 
half  the  pension  to  the  wife  under  said  provisions  must  be  shown  to  U^ 
the  desertion  of  the  wife  by  the  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Since  in  the  present  case  the  application  of  Catharine  Richardht  wa^ 
filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899,  but  fortj^-three  day> 
after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
conditions  entitling  her  to  relief  did  not  exist,  and  that  no  legal  rights 
whatever  had  accrued  to  her  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  at  the 
date  of  filing  said  application.  Sufficient  time  had  not  elapsed  to  make 
it  possible  for  her  to  prove  the  desertion  named  in  the  act,  which  is 
the  sole  and  only  basis  of  her  right  to  receive  one-half  the  pension 
of  the  pensioner  under  its  provisions,  and  consequently  she  had  no 
standing  whatever  before  the  law  at  the  time  of  filing  said  application. 
Said  application  was  therefore  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  and 
should  have  been  dismissed  without  further  consideration,  and  the 
adjudication  and  allowance  of  the  claim  of  said  Catharine  thereunder 
was  manifestly  erroneous  and  improper. 

The  action  from  which  this  appeal  was  tiiken  is  accordingly  hereby 
reversed  and  set  aside,  and  you  are  directed  to  restore  to  the  pensioner 
the  one-half  of  his  pension  of  which  he  has  been  deprived,  and  which 
has  been  paid  to  said  Catharine  by  virtue  of  said  action  and  the  orders 
and  directions  made  in  pursuance  thereof. 

It  may  be  incidentally^  remarked,  with  reference  to  its  bearing  upon 
any  future  controversy  between  these  parties  on  this  subject,  that  it 
does  not  appear,  from  an  examination  of  the  papers  in  this  cAse,  that 
a  case  of  desertion  of  said  Catharine  by  the  pensioner  has  been  made 
out  or  that  such  desertion  for  a  period  of  over  six  months,  or  any 
other  period,  has  been  established  at  any  time.  On  the  conti'an-,  the 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  not  only  strongl}^  indicates  that  said 
Catharine  is  not  a  woman  of  good  moi*al  character,  but  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly shows  that  she  drove  the  pensioner  away  from  his  home  and 
refused  to  live  with  him,  and  has  since  repeatedly  declined  and  refused 
to  return  and  live  with  the  pensioner  as  his  wife  when  solicited  by  him 
so  to  do.  These  facts  would  indicate  that  the  pensioner  never  deserted 
his  wife,  but  that  she  deserted  him,  and  would  clearly  not  entitle  the 
wife  to  receive  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  even  if  it  were 
proper  to  consider  this  case  on  its  merits.  The  proper  legal  signifi- 
cation of  the  term  "desertion,"  as  used  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
and  the  facts  necessarv  to  be  established  to  constitute  a  desertion  of 
the  wife  by  the  pensioner  which  would  entitle  her  to  receive  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  husband  under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  were  very 
clearly  stated  and  thoroughly  discussed  in  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
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ment  above  cited,  and  the  views  and  conclusions  therein  expressed 
should  control  in  the  adjudication  of  any  future  claim  by  said  Catha- 
rine for  a  division  of  the  pension  of  the  pensioner  under  the  provisions 
of  said  act. 


JDECLARATION—SUFFICTENCrir— AMENDMENTS. 

Alphonso  W.  Ellis. 

A  (ieclaration  in  a  penmon  claim,  aside  from  its  formal  parts,  is  not  invalid  if  it  sub- 
stantially sets  forth  the  facts  upon  which  the  claim  is  based.  It  is  sufficiently 
certain  if  it  can  be  made  certain.  Because  it  is  subject  to  amendment  to  make 
more  definite  and  certain,  it  is  not,  thereby,  invalid. 

^issistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  tlui  Coimnissumer  of  Pensions^ 

Septemher  W,  1900. 

Alphonso  W.  Ellis,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  Twenty-third 
Maine  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  his  declaration  under  the  general  law 
on  June  26,  1879,  claim  being  rejected  on  June  28,  1898  (the  second 
time),  on  the  ground  that  alleged  hernia  was  not  incurred  in  the  serv- 
ice. A  motion  had  been  made  before  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
to  the  effect  that  the  terms  of  the  declaration  were  sufficient  to  cover 
injury  to  the  spermatic  cord  and  testicles,  and  although  said  motion 
was  not  passed  upon  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  an  appeal  was 
filed  on  August  18, 1898,  covering  the  issue  raised  by  the  said  motion. 
The  papers  were  returned  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  under 
departmental  decision  of  August  14, 1900,  with  instructions  to  dispose 
of  the  motion,  and  they  have  been  returned  with  a  recorded  action, 
taken  September  7, 1900,  that  the  declaration  of  1879  is  not  broad 
enough  to  cover  an  allegation  of  injury  to  spennatic  cord  and  testicles. 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  wholly  as  to  the  scope  of  the  declaration 
filed  on  June  26,  1879,  which  declaration  alleges: 

That  while  a  member  of  the  organization  aforesaid,  and  in  the  service  and  line  of 

his  duty,  near  Edwards  Ferry,  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  on  or  about  the day  of 

December,  1S62,  while  in  a  wagon,  he  was  thrown  therefrom,  striking  on  one  of  the 
wheels,  caused  by  a  wheel  sticking  into  a  hole,  resulting  in  rupture  of  the  right  side 
or  groin. 

His  personal  affidavits  reiterate,  practically,  the  above  statements, 
in  which  he  describes  his  injury  as  ''rupture." 

This  case  was  before  the  Department  on  October  20,  1894,  and  in 
an  opinion  promulgated  on  said  date  it  was  shown  that  a  veritable 
hernia  did  not  exist  until  1892,  but  in  said  opinion  it  is  also  said  that — 

There  ia  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  an  injury  was  incurreil  by  claimant  sub- 
stantially in  the  manner  alleged  by  him,  but  the  best  evidence  indicates  that  the  only 
rcfult  of  the  same  was  an  enlargement  of  the  spermatic  cord  and  a  swelling  of  the 
right  testicle. 
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It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  this  last  point  at  length,  for  it  goes  to 
the  merits  of  the  case  and  not  to  the  scope  of  the  declaration.  The 
quoted  part  is  inserted  in  this  opinion,  however,  in  order  to  show  that 
claimant  has  endeavored  to  establish  his  case  by  proving  an  injury'  to 
have  been  incurred.  In  support  of  such  statement  in  the  aforesjiid 
departmental  decision,  it  is  noted  that  there  is  some  little  evidence 
tending  to  show  that,  notwithstanding  claimant  was  told  by  well- 
informed  parties  that  the  injury  received  in  the  service  did  not  result 
in  a  rupture — which  is  the  term  used  in  common  parlance  to  designate 
a  hernia — yet  he  has  alwaj^s  insisted  upon  referring  to  the  injury  as 
having  produced  a  rupture. 

In  this  connection  it  is  observed,  in  pension  cases,  that  many  soldiers 
as  well  as  civilians,  often  embi'acing  men  who  are  more  than  ordinarily 
intelligent  and  well  informed,  do  not  have  a  correct  idea  of  the  technical 
meaning  of  the  term  "rupture."  While  a  protrusion  of  the  viscera 
is  necessary  to  constitute  a  veritable  hernia,  yet  an  injury  to  the  abdo- 
men which  does  not  inv^olve  the  protiiision  of  the  viscei-a  is  often 
referred  to  by  those  other  than  members  of  the  medical  profession  a< 
a  ''  rupture,"  a  "  hernia,"  or  "  breach,"  when  the  structure  of  the  parts 
is  affected.  Such  has  been  the  case  in  the  testimony  in  the  within 
claim. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  anatomy 
of  the  abdominal  walls  or  the  viscera,  it  being  sufficient  to  state  that 
the  apparent  confusion  in  the  use  of  terms  in  describing  the  results 
of  an  injury  to  the  abdomen  is  not  strange,  in  view  of  the  close  rela- 
tion that  the  spermatic  cord  and  testicles  have  to  the  abdominal  walls. 

The  gist  of  the  declaration  in  question  is  an  injury  to  the  right  groin; 
the  result  of  this  injury  was  claimed  to  be  a  rupture,  and  the  true 
question  is:  Did  the  alleged  injury  of  the  abdomen,  or  right  groin,  or 
right  side,  result  in  a  pensionable  disability  ? 

The  declaration  in  a  pension  claim  bears  a  corresponding  relation  to 
its  case  a«  does  the  declaration  or  complaint  in  a  case  at  law.  Such  a 
declaration  is  good  if  it  substantially  sets  forth  the  cause  of  action  in 
such  terms  that  an  issue  can  be  joined,  and  is  sufficiently  certain  if  it 
can  be  made  certain. 

The  declaration  in  the  within  case  is  similar  to  one  in  a  case  at  law, 
in  which  a  motion  would  lie  to  make  the  allegations  more  definite  and 
certain.  It  is  not  one  which  woidd  be  open  to  demurrer,  or  which 
would  be  stricken  out  for  want  of  exactness,  neither  is  it  one  which 
could  be  successfully  demuiTed  to  during  trial,  because  the  proof, 
such  as  has  been  referred  to  herein,  did  not  correspond  to  the  allega- 
tions. 

The  true  mission  of  a  declaration,  whether  it  be  in  a  case  at  law  or 
in  a  pension  claim,  is  that  it  should  state  the  facts  which  are  the  basis 
of  the  claim  in  such  language  and  with  such  definiteness  and  clearness 
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that  the  party  against  whom  the  claim  is  filed  be  apprised  of  the 
demand  in  terms  which  may  not  he  mistaken,  misinterpreted,  or  con- 
fused. 

In  the  claim  under  consideration  the  soldier  herein  has  filed  a  claim 
a^inst  the  Government,  the  basis  of  which  is  an  injury.  He  has  set 
forth  the  cause  which  led  up  to  the  injury  in  unmistakable  terms. 
That  he  states  he  was  "ruptured"  by  reason  of  the  injury  is  of  little 
moment.  The  injur}'  is  the  cardinal  point  of  the  declaration,  aside 
from  the  statutory  parts,  while  the  precise  disability  arising  or  result- 
ing from  said  injury,  and  the  parts  affected,  are  matters  of  proof  and 
not  necessarily  of  allegation.  Sufficient  facts  are  set  forth  under  which 
is8ue  can  be  joined  without  the  Government  being  taken  by  surprise, 
and  enough  documents  have  been  filed  to  practically  amend  the  decla- 
ration making  an  injury  to  the  spennatic  cord  and  testicles  the  basis 
of  the  claim.  Any  intention  to  express  an  opinion  upon  any  phase  of 
the  merits  of  the  case  is  disavowed. 

Action  reversed. 


PRACTICE— REOPENING— LIMITATION— ORDER  108. 

WiLLL^M  W.  Wilds. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does  not 
show  a  degree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned  causes  that  is  equivalent  to  the  loss 
of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  manual  labor,  which  must  be  shown  before  the  appellant 
can  receive  the  next  higher  rate  of  pension.  As  the  evidence  referred  to  by  the 
appellant  was  not  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  letter  of  rejection  had  been 
mailed,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  reopen  the  rejected  claim  was 
proper  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice.     Actions  affirmed. 

jLMsistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  tJie  Commhsioixer  of  Pensions^ 

Septemhei^  29,  1900. 

This  appellant,  William  W.  Wilds,  late  second  lieutenant  Company  K, 
Tenth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  pensioned  under  the  general  law 
at  $17  per  month,  by  certificate  No.  177864,  for  dyspepsia  and  rheu- 
matism. He  applied  for  an  increase  of  pension  on  November  14, 1892, 
but  his  claim  was  rejected  on  May  2,  1895,  because  no  increase  of  dis- 
ability had  been  found  on  medical  examination.  On  January  5,  1899, 
he  filed  some  aflidavits,  medical  and  lay,  to  reopen  his  rejected  claim; 
but  the  Bureau  declined  to  do  so,  because  the  evidence  was  not  filed 
until  after  ninety  days  had  elapsed  since  the  letter  of  rejection  had 
been  sent  to  the  claimant. 

On  June  2,  1900,  the  pensioner  filed  an  appeal  from  both  of  these 
actions,  and  stated  that  he  fully  believed  that  the  certificate  of  medical 
examination  made  under  his  claim  showed  that  his  disabilitv  had 
increased  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  than  that  which  he 
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now  receives,  and  alleged  that  the  Bureau  had  erred  in  refusing  to 
reopen  his  claim  for  increase  because  the  evidence  filed  to  reopen  it 
had  not  been  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  mailing  of  the  notice  of 
rejection,  and  added  that — 

If  I  understand  the  rulings  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  a  rejected  claim  may 
be  called  from  the  rejected  files  at  any  time  by  manifesting  a  desire  to  complete  it 
and  filing  material  evidence,  and  that  when  these  conditions  are  complied  with  there 
is  no  limitation  of  time. 

This  latter  statement  of  the  appellant  is  correct  so  far  as  reopening 
rejected  original  claims  is  concerned;  but  on  February  24,  1893,  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  issued  Order  No.  192,  in  which  it  was  ordered 
that — 

Applications  for  the  reopening  of  increase  claims  and  the  filing  of  evidence  there- 
under shall  be  limited  to  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  mailing  of  the  letter  of  rejec- 
tion. If  the  application,  with  evidence  in  such  cases,  is  not  made  within  the  ninety 
days,  as  aforesaid,  the  rejection  shall  be  considered  final,  and  if  the  party  desires  to 
prosecute  a  claim  for  increase  of  his  pension  it  will  be  necessary  for  him  to  file  the 
regular  application. 

In  the  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9, 1898,  this  order 
is  quoted  in  paragraph  3  on  page  122,  and  as  part  of  the  regulations  of 
the  Bureau.  The  reason  for  this  order  is  manifest,  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that  a  pensioner's  disability  may  have  greatly  increased  after 
the  date  of  the  certificate  of  medical  examination  upon  which  his  claim 
for  increase  was  rejected,  and  that  as  said  action  of  rejection  was 
proper  at  the  time  it  was  taken  it  should  not  be  reversed  and  reopened 
because  a  different  condition  of  affairs  may  exist  ninety  days  or  more 
after  the  claimant  had  been  informed  that  his  claim  had  been  rejected. 
Under  a  different  practice  a  claim  for  increase  might  never  be  consid- 
ered as  settled  until  it  had  been  allowed. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  on  which  the  rejection  of 
appellant's  claim  for  increase  was  denied  was  made  by  a  board  of  sur- 
geons on  May  10,  1893,  which  stated  that  ho  was  53  years  old,  was  5 
feet  8i  inches  in  height,  and  weighed  195  pounds,  and  had  a  pulse  rate 
of  105,  with  22  respirations  per  minute.  His  temperature  was  stated 
to  be  99i,  which  would  seem  to  indicate  a  feverish  condition  of  his 
system  which  was  not  due  to  pensioned  causes,  for  the  description 
given  by  the  board  does  not  show  that  he  was  suffering  from  any 
exacerbation  at  the  time  of  his  examination.  This  condition  would 
also  produce  an  increase  in  the  pulse  rate  and  respiration. 

The  board  stated  further  that  the  tongue  was  furred  and  red,  his 
skin  was  moist  and  clean,  and  the  body  was  well  nourished;  that  the 
stomach  was  very  full,  well  outlined,  and  very  tender. 

The  objective  signs  of  rheumatism  were  1  inch  atrophy  of  right  hip, 
thigh,  and  knee,  crepitation  in  knee  joints,  a  swelling  of  the  left  elbow 
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SO  that  it  was  three-fouilhs  inch  larger  than  the  right,  a  swelling  of 
the  left  wrist  so  that  it  was  one-half  inch  larger  than  its  fellow,  and 
crepitation  in  both  elbows  and  shoulder  joints. 

No  organic  disease  of  the  heart  was  found,  but  its  action  was  stated 
to  be  irregular  and  intermittent  and  its  rate  was  increased  to  110  on 
standing.  All  other  organs  were  said  to  be  normal.  The  board  stated 
that  they  did  not  consider  that  the  pensioner's  disability  was  equiva- 
lent to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  manual  labor. 

The  appellant  is  now  in  receipt  of  a  pension  of  $17  per  month,  and 
before  he  can  be  given  the  next  higher  i*ate  it  must  be  shown  that  his 
disability  is  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  the  purposes 
of  manual  labor,  which  clearly  has  not  been  done. 

The  evidence  filed  refers  to  his  physical  condition  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  the  examinations  quoted,  and  hence  is  of  no  value  in  determin- 
ing his  condition  in  1893. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  it  is  believed  that 
the  ac*tions  of  the  Bureau  in  denial  of  increase  and  in  refusal  to  reopen 
the  claim  for  increase,  upon  evidence,  which  had  been  filed  moi'C  than 
ninety  da3's  after  the  rejection  of  the  claim,  were  correct  and  in 
accordance  with  the  facts  in  the  case  and  the  practice  of  the  Depart- 
ment. 

These  actions  are  therefore  affinned. 


mabriage  and  divobce— impediment— kansas. 

Elizabeth  Lockwood  (widow). 

The  deceased  soldier  married  the  ap})ellant  by  ceremony  in  the  State  of  Kansas  in 
1875,  at  a  time  when  he  had  a  former  wife  living,  who  subsequently  obtained 
a  divorce  from  him  in  the  State  of  Michigan  in  1877,  which  facts  were  unknown 
to  the  appellant  during  the  lifetime  of  the  soldier.  The  api)ellant  and  the  soldier 
lived  together  continuously  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  united 
in  church  memljership  as  husband  and  wife,  joine<l  in  the  execution  of  deeds 
and  conveyances  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  hy  their  relatives, 
friends,  and  neighbors  from  and  after  the  removal  of  the  impe<liinent  to  their 
marriage  in  1877  up  to  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  in  1898,  a  jKiriodof  twenty- 
one  years. 

Heldy  That  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  where  the  parties  reside<l,  a  valid 
common-law  marriage  will  Vkj  presumed  to  have  Ix^en  o^jntmcted  ])y  them  after 
the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  lawful  union. 

(State  v.  Walker,  3ft  Kan.,  297;  State  r.  Hujj:hes,  :>5  Kan.,  620;  State  i\  McFaHand, 
38  Kan.,  664;  Matney  v.  Linn,  59  Kan.,  613;  and  Shorten  r.  Judd,  ^>0  Kan.,  73.) 

An^Utant  Secretary  I^^,  L,  (.^ainphell  to  thr  Conintissi(mer  of  J^naiwts^ 

OcUjIxr  S,  1900. 

Elizabeth  Lockwood  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  January  2<u  1809, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
p.  D. — VOL.  11 7 
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the  act  of  June  27,  1800,  as  widow  of  Edgar  N.  Lockwood  (deceavsed), 
late  private,  Company  A,  Sixth  Michigan  Volunteer  Cavalry,  alleging 
a  service  by  said  soldier  in  said  organization  of  ninety  days  and  more 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  an  honoi-able  discharge  from  said 
service,  and  his  death  on  November  7, 1898,  leaving  her  without  other 
means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor. 

Said  application  was  rejected  on  December  15, 1809,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  claimant  had  never  been  lawfullv  married  to  the  deceased 
soldier  and  was  not  his  widow,  he  having  had  a  living  and  undivorced 
wife  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  to  him  in  1875. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  March  5,  1900. 

The  facts  material  to  the  action  taken  and  the  issue  presented  b}-  the 
appeal  in  this  case,  are  clearly  shown  by  the  evidence,  are  few  and 
undisputed. 

The  soldier  and  the  appellant  were  duly  married  in  the  State  of 
Kansas  by  license  and  ceremony,  as  required  by  the  laws  of  that  State, 
on  Septem])er  12,  1875,  and  lived  together  continuously  in  that  State 
as  husband  and  wife  from  that  date  until  the  soldier's  death,  which  is 
shown  to  have  occurred  upon  the  date  alleged,  November  7,  1898,  three 
children  having  been  born  to  the  appellant  as  the  issue  of  said  mar- 
riage. During  this  period  the  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  and  appel- 
lant at  all  times  publicly  acknowledged  and  recognized  ea<*h  other  as 
husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  and  acknowledged  by  their 
relatives,  friends,  and  neighbors,  and  by  all  with  whom  they  came  in 
contact.  They  united  in  church  membership  as  husband  and  wife, 
and  were  so  recognized  in  their  church  relations  during  all  the  time  of 
their  association  together,  and  it  is  shown  by  the  public  records  of 
deeds  that  thev  at  various  times  united  as  husband  and  wife  in  the 
execution  of  deeds  and  conveyances  conveying  and  mortgaging  real 
estate. 

It  furthermore  appears  from  the  evidence  that  at  the  date  of  the 
soldier's  marriage  to  the  appellant  he  had  a  wife  living  and  undiv^orced, 
to  whom  he  had  been  lawfully  married  in  the  State  of  Michigjin,  and 
who  subsequentlj'  obtained  a  divorce  from  him,  on  the  ground  of  deser- 
tion and  failure  to  support,  in  the  circuit  court  of  Kalamazoo  County, 
Michigan,  on  July  2,  1877,  alnnit  two  years  after  his  marriage  to  the 
api)ellant,  as  appears  from  a  duly  ceititied  and  authenticated  tran- 
script of  the  decree  of  said  court. 

It  is  asserted  h\  the  appellant,  and  in  this  she  seems  to  be  full}- 
corroborated  by  the  evidence,  that  although  she  knew  that  the  soldier 
had  been  previously  married  sh(»  was  informed  ])y  him  before  she  mar- 
ri(Hl  him  that  he  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife,  and  that  she  so 
believed  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  and  during  all  the  time  that  she 
lived  with  the  soldier  as  his  wife,  and  never  learned  to  the  contrarv 
until  after  his  death  and  after  she  had  applied  for  pension  as  his  widow, 
when,  on  being  called  upon  by  the  Pension  Bureau  to  furnish  proof  of 
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the  dissolution  of  the  first  marriage  of  the  soldier,  she  obtained  a  copy 
of  the  decree  of  divorce  from  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  the 
State  of  Michif^an  in  which  it  had  been  rendered,  and  then  for  the  first 
time  became  aware  that  said  divorce  had  been  granted  nearly  two  years 
af t4^r  her  marriage  to  the  soldier. 

That  the  marriage  of  the  soldier  and  the  appellant  in  1875  was,  under 
thesi*  circumstances  and  under  the  laws  of  Kansas,  absolutely  null  and 
void,  and  had  no  force  and  validitv  whatever  and  created  no  lesfal  bond 
of  matrimony  between  the  soldier  and  the  appellant  can  not  be  ques- 
tioned. In  the  case  of  Fuller  v.  Fuller  (33  Kansas,  582)  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas  states: 

That  a  marriage  where  one  of  the  parties  at  the  time  has  a  husband  or  wife  living 
is?  void,  al)iH)lutely  and  in  all  it.s  a^ipects,  we  suppose  no  one  will  question.  It  reijuires 
no  judgment  of  divorce  or  of  nullity  to  render  it  void.  It  is  void  inherently  and 
from  the  l)eginning. 

It  is  not  contended,  however,  in  this  appeal  that  the  ceremonial  mar- 
riage of  the  soldier  and  the  appellant  was  good  in  law  or  that  it  had 
any  force  and  validity,  nor  does  the  appellant  base  her  claim  to  recog- 
nition as  the  w4dow  of  said  soldier  upon  said  ceremonial  marriage,  but 
it  i.s  urged  that  a  valid  common  law  or  consensual  marriage  should  be 
presumed  to  have  been  contracted  between  the  soldier  and  the  appel- 
lant subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the  legal  impediment  to  their  lawful 
wedlock  b}^  the  divorce  of  the  first  wife  from  their  continuous  cohabita- 
tion as  husband  and  wife,  and  their  public  acknowledgment  of  each 
other  as  such,  and  their  universal  recognition  as  husband  and  wife  by 
the  community  in  which  they  lived  during  the  whole  i>eriod  of  about 
twenty -one  years  that  elapsed  between  the  removal  of  said  impediment 
in  1877  and  the  death  of  the  soldier  in  1898. 

This  case  is  very  similar  to,  and  almost  identical  as  to  the  facts  pre- 
sented by  the  evidence  with,  the  cases  of  Margaret  L.  Thomas  (0  P.  D., 
139)  and  Fredricka  Kent  (10  P.  D.,  211).  In  the  first  of  said  cases  it 
wjis  decided  by  this  Department  that  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
would  be  presumed,  after  the  removal  of  a  legal  impediment  to  lawful 
matrimony,  from  the  continuous  cohabitation  of  the  parties  under 
circumstiinces  exat^tly  similar  to  those  existing  in  the  present  case, 
under  the  laws  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  in  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan, where  the  parties  in  that  case  resided  during  the  cohabitation; 
and  in  the  latter  case  it  was  decided  that  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
would  be  presumed  in  the  State  of  Ohio  under  similar  circumstances. 

In  the  case  of  Fredricka  Kent  (supra)  the  general  scope  of  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  difl'erent  Suites  of  the  Union  relative  to 
a  common-law  marriage  arising  upon  the  removal  of  a  preexisting 
impediment  to  lawful  matrimony  was  well  stated,  as  follows: 

Aj0  to  a  common-law  marriage  arising  uy>on  the  removal  of  a  preexisting  impcKii- 
ment,  it  win  not  he  successfully  (lenie<l  but  that  the  appellate  courts  in  different 
states  are  not  in  unison  in  their  opinions  ui)on  a  given  state  of  facts,  but  it  is  evident 
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that  the  general  scope  of  the  decisions  upon  this  point  are  plainly  divisible  into  two 
classes:  First,  those  which  compel  a  showing  that  a  new  relation  has  been  entered 
into  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  such  relation  to  be  established  upon 
evidence  proving  that  the  parties  were  aware  of  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  and 
that  they  thereafter  practically  agreed  to  a  new  contract;  second,  those  which  allow 
a  presumption  of  a  new  contract  to  obtain  by  reason  of  such  conditions  as  would 
prove  a  common-law  marriage.  The  decisions  in  both  classes  are  founded  upon  the 
establishment  of  a  common-law  marriage,  but  one  class  relies  upon  proof  that  a  new 
relation  has  been  actually  entered  into  as  a  fact,  while  the  other  class  rests  upon  a 
I)resumption  of  such  fact. .  The  line  between  these  two  classes  is  a  broad  one,  and  it 
is  as  clearly  discernible  as  that  which  separates  a  proof  of  actual  death  and  th(»^e 
facts  upon  which  a  presumption  of  death  rests,  or  as  between  something  proved  by 
direct  or  something  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence. 

The  appellant  and  the  deceased  soldier  having  resided  during-  the 
whole  period  of  their  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of 
Kan.sa^s,  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  must  be  proved,  under  the  require- 
ments of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7, 1882,  to  have  been 
a  legal  marriage  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  that  State.  Hence  it 
is  only  necessary  to  consider  under  which  of  the  above-enumerated 
classes  of  decisions  those  of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  on  this  sub- 
ject belong,  since  it  is  obvious  that  if  they  belong  to  the  second  chuss 
a  common-law  marriage  between  the  appellant  and  the  decea.sed  soldier 
will  be  presumed  to  have  taken  place  subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the 
impediment  to  their  lawful  union  from  their  cohabitation  and  recogni- 
tion as  husband  and  wife  under  the  circumstances  shown  bv  the  ovi- 
dence,  which  would  be  a  valid  and  legal  marriage  under  the  laws  of 
that  State,  and  entitle  this  appellant  to  recognition  as  the  pensionable 
widow  of  the  soldier. 

Marriage  at  common  law  is  recognized  as  legal  and  valid  in  the 
State  of  Kansas.  In  the  case  of  the  State  v.  Walker  (36Kansas,  297) 
the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  declared  the  law  of  that  State  on  this 
subject  to  be  as  follows: 

The  mutual  present  assent  to  immediate  marriage  by  persons  capable  of  assuming 
that  relation  is  sufficient  to  constitute  narriage  at  common  law;  and  such  a  marriajre 
will  1^  sustained  in  this  State  when  its  validity  is  directly  drawn  in  question. 

And  in  the  same  case  the  court  further  stated,  relative  to  the  proof 
necessary  to  establish  the  existence  of  such  a  marriage,  as  follows: 

When  persons  who  are  permitted  to  marry  "live  together  as  man  and  wife"  it 
may  be  taken  as  an  expression  of  consent,  and  consent  under  these  circumstances  is 
sufficient,  as  we  have  seen,  to  constitute  a  marriage  at  common  law. 

The  same  doctrine  was  also  announced  in  the  cases  of  State  r,  Hughes 
(35  Kansas,  626),  and  State  t\  McFarland  (38  Kansas,  664);  and  in  the 
late  case  of  Matney  v.  Linn  (59  Kansas,  613),  which  was  a  case  where 
the  parties  commenced  to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  without 
an}^  formal  marriage  ceremony,  and  at  a  time  when  an  impediment  to 
lawful  matrimony  existed,  and  continued  such  cohabitation  after  such 
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imp)€diment  wajs  removed  and  until  the  death  of  one  of  them,  the  court 
.said: 

The  fact  that  ♦  ♦  *  there  was  no  formal  marriage  at  that  time  does  not  argue 
that  they  did  not  again  enter  the  marriage  relation.  It  apix?ar8  that  there  was  at 
that  time  a  mutual  present  assent  of  the  parties  to  immediate  marriage.  They 
l>eoanie  capahle  of  lawfully  assuming  that  relation,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  consent 
and  agreement  they  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  go<xl  faith  until  they  were 
t4eparate<i  by  death.  These  things  were  sufficient  to  constitute  a  valid  consensual 
marriage. 

The  foregoing  ruling  was  sustained  and  cited  with  approval  b}"  the 
court  in  the  still  more  recent  case  of  Shorten  ik  Judd  (60  Kansas,  73 
and  271). 

But  one  conclusion  is  possible  from  the  foregoing,  and  that  is  that  the 
Kan.sas  courts  hold  that  a  valid  common-law  or  consensual  marriage  will 
be  presumed,  after  the  removal  of  an  impediment  that  inv^alidated  a 
former  marriage  between  the  same  parties,  from  the  cohabitation  and 
recognition  of  said  parties  as  husband  and  wife  under  circumstances 
indicating  a  matrimonial  intent. 

In  the  present  case  every  element  of  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
is  presented  by  the  established  and  admitted  facts  as  hereinbefore 
stated,  and,  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  cited,  it  must  be  held  that 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas  a  valid  common-law  marriage  is 
presumed  to  have  J>een  consummated  between  the  appellant  and  the 
deceased  soldier  from  and  after  the  removal,  in  1877,  of  the  legal 
impediment  to  their  lawful  wedlock  which  invalidated  their  attempted 
marriage  by  ceremony  in  1875. 

The  appellant  having  proved  her  marriage  to  the  deceased  soldier 
to  be  a  legal  marriage  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  they 
resided  at  the  time  said  marriage  occurred,  and  where  she  resided 
when  her  right  to  pension  accrued,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
and  requirements  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882, 
she  was  the  lawful  wife  of  said  soldier,  and  when  she  tiled  her  applica- 
tion for  p(»nsion  herein  she  was  his  widow,  and  should  have  been 
accepted  and  recognized  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  upon  the  ground  stated  was,  therefore, 
error,  and  is  hereby  set  ^ide  and  reversed,  and  you  are  directed  to 
cause  the  same  to  be  reopened  and  adjudicati^d  upon  its  merits,  recog- 
nizing and  accepting  the  appellant  as  the  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier. 
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EVIDENCE— BURDEN  OF  PROOF— PRESUMPTIONS— MAKRIAGE. 

Augusta  M.  Koschwitz  (widow). 

There  being  nothing  whatever  in  the  evidence  tending  to  show  this  soldier  was  ever 
married  prior  to  his  formal  marriage  to  claimant  in  1886,  at  which  time  he  was 
66  years  of  age,  and  the  testimony  showing  that  from  the  time  of  his  discharge 
from  service  in  1864  until  such  marriage  he  was  always  considered  a  single  man, 
her  marriage  to  the  soldier  nmst  be  presumed  to  have  been  valid,  and  the  burden 
of  proof  of  its  invalidity  is  upon  the  Government. 

Assistant  Secretary  Jp^,  X.  Caniphell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

October  12,  1900. 

This  appellant,  Augusta  M.  Koschwitz,  on  April  25,  1894,  filed  a 
claim,  No.  594607,  for  pension,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  the 
widow  of  Ernst  Koschwitz,  who  was  a  member,  from  July  10,  1861, 
to  July  23,  1864,  of  Company  C,  Twenty -eighth  Ohio  Infantry,  and 
died  January  18,  1894. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  July,  1898,  on  the  ground  of — 

Claimant's  declared  inability  to  prove  that  soldier  ha<l  not  been  previously  married 
(he  being  66  years  of  age  at  date  of  her  marriage  to  him)  and  hence  that  she  is  his 
legal  widow. 

On  August  31,  1898,  she,  through  her  attorney's,  appealed,  contend- 
ing that  the  rejection  is  indefinite,  that  she  has  proved  her  marriage 
to  the  soldier,  that  no  reason  why  it  should  be  considered  invalid  is 
known,  and  that  it  should,  in  fact,  be  presumed  to  be  valid  until  the 
contrary  is  proved. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  is  clearly  erroneous  on  the  facts.  There 
is  not  the  slightest  evidence  in  the  case,  nor  any  reason  for  suspicion, 
that  the  soldier  was  ever  married  prior  to  his  formal  marriage  to 
claimant  in  California  in  18S6,  shown  bv  record  evidence  thereof.     >Jot 

^  ft 

only  this,  but  the  minister  who  performed  the  ceremony  stated  in  his 
official  return  that  "upon  due  inquiry  there  appears  to  be  no  legal 
impediment  to  the  marriage,''  and  his  return  shows  accordingly  that 
soldier  was  "not  maiTied  beforehand  that  claimant  was  a  divorcee 
from  a  Mr.  Blind;  and  there  is  also  testimony  b}'  acquaintances  of  the 
soldier  covering  nearly  the  entire  period  from  his  discharge  to  his 
death  to  the  eflect  that  he  was  always  known,  prior  to  his  marriage  to 
claimant,  as  a  single  man. 

The  adverse  action  in  this  case  appears  to  have  been  based  solely 
upon  the  fact  that  the  soldier  was  (>()  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  this 
marriage  to  claimant;  coupled,  perhaps,  with  the  further  fact  that  he 
was  a  foreigner  and  might,  possibly,  have  been  married  Ix^fore  he 
came  to  this  country  or  before  his  enlistment  in  the  Army,  as  to  which 
periods  of  his  life  there  is  no  evidence  whatever. 

There  is  no  warrant,  however,  for  any  supposition  of  a  prior  mar- 
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riage,  and  it  in  not  incumbent  upon  a  claimant,  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing whatever  to  indicate  the  invalidity  of  her  formal  marriage,  to 
produce  the  negative  testimony  required  b}^  the  Bureau  of  Pensions 
in  this  case.  The  claimant  is  entitled  in  such  a  case  to  the  usual  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  the  validity  of  such  a  marriage,  and  the  party 
who  denies  its  validity  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  was  not  valid. 
(Lizzie  Yates,  10  P.  D.,  446.) 

Although  claimant  was  married  twice  before  her  marriage  to  this 
.soldier,  there  appears  to  be  no  question  as  to  her  competency  to  con- 
tract this  last  marriage;  the  death  of  her  first  husband  in  1872  and 
divorce  of  her  second  husband  in  1880  being  shown. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  on  the  ground  stated  was  clearl}^  errone- 
ous and  is  reversed.     You  will  readjudicate  the  claim  accordingly. 


line  of  duty-death  cause— accidental.  falx,. 
Mary  E.  Pabker  (now  Resdin),  widow, 

Sr>ldier  was  killed  by  a  fall  from  a  window  at  the  hotel  at  which  he  was  stopping  just 
prior  to  his  final  payment  and  the  disband ment  of  his  command.  It  is  held  that 
his  death  was  not  due  to  his  military  service  in  line  of  duty.' 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  t1i4^  Cornmisslon^^r  of  Pensions^ 

October  12,  1900. 

Mary  E.  Resdin,  formerly  Parker,  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on 
October  30,  1865,  an  application  for  pension  under  the  prov  isions  of 
section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  as  widow  of  Major  E.  Parker  (deceased), 
late  private.  Company  I,  First  New  Hampshire  Volunteer  Heavy 
Artillery,  alleging  the  death  of  said  soldier  in  line  of  duty  during  his 
military  service  on  June  21,  1865. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  was  first  rejected  on  June  3, 
181h>,  upon  the  ground  that  the  death  of  the  soldier  was  not  shown  to 
have  occurred  while  he  was  in  line  of  duty,  or  to  have  been  due  to  his 
niilitarv  service. 

On  appeal  from  said  action  of  rejection  to  this  Department  the  same 
was  affirmed  on  June  27,  1895,  the  Department  holding  that  the  sol- 
dier while  absent  from  his  co'^nnand  on  a  pass  was  not  regarded  as  in 
line  of  duty,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the  pension 
laws,  and  his  death  under  such  circumstances  conferred  no  right  or 
title  to  pension  upon  his  widow. 

Subsequently,  upon  the  filing  of  new  and  additional  evidenc(%  said 
claim  for  widow's  p(Mision  was  reopened  and  further  considered  in  the 
Pension  Bureau,  the  consent  and  approval  of  this  Department  having 
been  first  had  and  obtained,  and  on  January  25,  181M),  it  was  again 
rejected  upon  the  same  ground  upon  which  it  had  been  previously 
rejected,  and  for  the  additional  reason  that  the  cause  of  the  soldier's 
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death  was  shown  not  to  be  due  to,  or  in  any  wav  connected  with,  his 

7  •  •  • 

niilitarv  service. 

From  this  last  action  of  rejec*tion  the  present  appeal  was  taken  on 
March  21,  1899. 

The  time,  place,  and  circumstances  of  the  soldier's  death  are  clearly 
shown  by  the  evidence,  and  there  is  no  doubt  or  controversy  concern- 
ing  the  material  facts  of  the  case. 

The  official  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the 
deceased  soldier  served  in  the  above-named  organization  from  Septem- 
ber 3,  1864,  to  June  15,  1865,  upon  which  date  he  was  mustered  out 
of  the  service  with  his  company  at  Washington  City,  D.  C,  but  his 
regiment  and  company  were  ordered  to  camp  at  Concord,  N.  H.,  to 
await  final  payment,  and  were  finally  paid  off  and  disbanded  at  that 
place  on  June  30,  1865.  The  records  also  contain  the  statement  that 
the  deceased  soldier — 

*  *  *  was  accidentally  killed  at  Concord,  N.  H.,  on  or  about  June  21,  1865,  by 
falling  from  a  window  prior  to  final  payment  and  diabandment  of  his  company  and 
regiment. 

The  evidence  originally  in  the  case  clearly  shows  that  the  deceased  sol- 
dier was,  on  or  al>out  June  21, 1865,  absent  from  the  station  or  camp  of 
his  regiment  and  company  on  a  pass,  or  by  permission  of  his  conmiand- 
ing  officer,  and  was  lodging  at  a  hotel  in  the  town  of  Concord,  N.  H., 
known  as  the  Sherman  House,  and  that  sometime  during  the  night  he 
arose  from  his  bed  and  walked  through  an  open  window  in  his  bed- 
room situated  in  the  third  story  of  said  hotel,  fell  to  the  sidewalk 
beneath,  and  was  instantly  killed. 

The  new  and  additional  evidence  upon  which  the  case  was  reopened 
and  reconsidered  in  the  Pension  Bureau  consists  of  an  affidavit  exe- 
cuted in  November,  181)8,  hy  P'irst  Lieut.  W.  H.  Shurtleff,  of  appel- 
lant's company,  and  who  was  in  command  of  said  company  at  the  time, 
in  which  he  states  that  upon  the  arrival  of  the  regiment  and  company 
at  Concord,  N.  H.,  owincjf  to  the  filthy  and  iinsanitJirv  condition  of  the 
camp  and  quarters  to  which  they  were  assigned  and  where  the}'  were 
stationed,  he  obtained  permission  of  the  officer  in  command  of  said 
camp  for  certain  men  of  his  company  to  l)e  absent  from  the  camp  and 
quarters  of  the  regiment  at  night  and  to  lodge  in  the  town  of  Con- 
cord, he  pledging  himself  for  their  good  behavior  and  undertaking 
that  they  would  return  and  report  at  the  company  quarters  in  camp  at 
the  proper  time  each  morning.  He  states  that  the  deceased  soldier 
was  one  of  the  members  of  his  company  for  whom  such  permission 
was  obtained,  and  that  it  was  while  he  was  a])sent  from  the  camp  of 
the  regiment  and  the  quarters  of  his  company  in  Y)ursuance  of  such 
permission,  or  leave  of  absence,  that  he  fell  from  the  window  of  the 
hotel  in  the  town  of  Concord  in  which  he  wa,s  lodging  on  the  night  of 
June  21,  1865,  and  was  killed  as  hereinbefore  stated. 

This  affidavit  of  Lieutenant  Shurtlefi'does  not  differ  materially  from 
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previous  statements  made  by  him,  and  which  were  on  file  and  duly 
considered  when  this  case  was  originally  adjudicated  in  the  Pension 
Bureau  and  passed  upon  by  this  Department  on  the  former  appeal. 
It  merely  gives  a  more  detailed  and  circumstantial  account  of  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  soldier  happened  to  be  absent  from  the 
quarters  of  his  company  at  the  time  he  was  killed,  but  does  not  change 
the  material  facts  of  the  case  in  any  essential  particular,  nor  does  it 
tend  in  any  degree  to  alter  the  status  of  the  case.  Granting  all  that 
Lieutenant  Shurtleff  states,  his  last  affidavit  still  shows  that  at  the  time 
the  soldier  was  killed  he  was  absent  from  his  command  by  permission, 
or  leave  of  absence,  granted  him  for  his  personal  convenience  and  com- 
fort, and  not  by  virtue  of  any  orders  from  his  superior  officers,  or  in 
the  performance  of  any  military  duty. 

As  clearh'  appears  from  the  authorities  cited  in  the  decision  on  the 
former  appeal  of  this  case  and  from  numerous  other  decisions,  it  has 
unifonnly  been  held  by  this  Department  that  disability  incurred  or 
death  occurring  under  such  circumstances  could  not  be  considered  as 
in  the  line  of  duty,  and  conferred  no  right  or  title  to  pension  whatever 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  tJ:692,  4693,  and  4702  of  the  Revised 
Statutes. 

Aside,  however,  from  any  consideration  of  the  question  of  line  of 
duty,  even  if  it  should  be  conceded,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the 
last  affidavit  of  Lieutenant  Shurtleff  shows  all  that  is  claimed  for  it  bj" 
the  appellant,  and  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  line  of  military  duty  while 
absent  from  his  command  under  the  circumstances  shown  bv  the  evi- 
dence  and  sleeping  in  a  hotel  in  the  town  of  Concord,  it  is  not  per- 
ceived how  his  death  could  be  attributed  in  any  way  to  his  anny 
service,  or  that  the  appellant's  claim  for  pension  as  his  widow  would 
be  benefited  thereby,  since  it  clearly  appears  from  the  testimony  of 
near  relatives  of  the  soldier,  who  had  been  intimately  associated  with 
him  all  his  life,  that  he  had  always  ])een  a  somnambulist  or  sleepwalker 
and  had  been  accustomed  to  walk  in  his  sleep  from  childhood. 

The  evidence  unquestionably  shows  that  the  soldier  was  in  a  som- 
nam))ulistic  state  when  he  fell  from  the  window  of  the  hotel.  The 
uian  who  occupied  the  same  room  with  him  at  the  hotel  on  the  night 
he  was  killed  testifies  that — 

He  went  to  bed  Holier,  and  in  his  sleej)  \valke<l  out  of  the  window. 

His  death  is,  therefore,  directly  traceable  to  an  al)normal  psycho- 
logical and  physical  couditioil  or  infirmity  which  had  existed  long 
prior  to  his  army  service,  and  which  was  neither  proximately  nor 
remotely  connected  therewith,  and  hence  it  could  not  possibly  confer 
any  right  or  title  to  pension  upon  this  a})pellant  as  his  widow  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

Consequently  the  rejection  of  said  application  for  widow's  pcuision 
uyyon  the  grounds  hereinbefore*  stilted  was  manifestly  without  error, 
and  is  affinned  accordingly. 
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death  cause— surgical.  operation— sequence. 

Elisabet  Kaufman  (widow). 

The  soldier's  death  is  shown  to  have  resulted  from  disease  of  kidneys,  caused  by 
ether  anaesthesia,  induced  for  the  purpose  of  operating  on  a  diseased  right  testi- 
cle, for  which  not  pensione<l,  and  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  right  inguinal  hernia 
and  hydrocele,  for  which  pensioned, 

Heldy  that  inasmuch  as  the  ix?nsioned  disahilities  were  included  in  the  operation 
leading  to  the  soldier's  death,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  pension. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensioiis^ 

October  16,  1900, 

Elisabet  Kaufman,  widow  of  Gottlieb  Kaufman,  who  served  a,s  a 
corporal  in  Company^  B,  Third  Michigan  Volunteer  Infantry,  appeals, 
through  her  attorney,  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  rejecting  her 
claim  for  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law.  The  appeal  was 
filed  May  19,  1898. 

Her  husband  was  a  pensioner  at  ^30  per  month  on  account  of  dis- 
ability resulting  from  right  inguinal  hernia,  hydrocele  of  right  side, 
chronic  diarrhea,  dyspepsia,  and  total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  nearly 
total  deafness  of  left  ear.     He  died  November  29, 1894. 

The  widow  is  now  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  under  certificate  No.  434149. 

The  grounds  for  the  final  rejection  of  the  widow's  claim  under  the 
general  law,  as  shown  by  indorsement  on  the  face  brief,  are — 

*  *    *    that  the  soldier's  death  from  disease  of  kidnevs  was  not  the  result  of 

•r 

right  inguinal  hernia  and  resulting  hydrocele,  chronic  diarrhea,  and  resulting  dys}>ei:>- 
sia,  and  deafness,  for  which  j>ensioned,  and  there  is  no  record  or  other  satisfactory 
evidence  of  origin  in  service  of  any  disability  which  might  have  caused  the  fatal 
disease. 

The  testimonv  shows  that  the  fatal  disease  of  the  kidnevs  followed 
an  operation  undertaken  for  the  removal  of  a  diseased  right  tes- 
ticle, and  incidentallv  for  the  cure  of  the  hvdrocele  and  hernia.  It 
appears  to  be  established  that  the  exciting  cause  of  the  disease  of  kid- 
nevs was  the  prolonged  ether  anaesthesia  neccssar}-  for  the  performance 
of  the  ooeration. 

The  essential  facts  in  the  case  are  set  out  in  the  following  report  of 
the  medical  referee  on. the  appeal: 

*  *  *  The  historv  elicited  showe<l  that  the  soldier  died  twenty  davs  after  an 
operation  jK^rformod  for  tfie  removal  of  a  di.sea^?e<l  testicle  and  for  the  nulical  cure  of 
tlie  hernia  and  resulting  hydroi-ele  for  which  he  was  pensioned.  Dr.  D.  E.  Rohin- 
son,  the  attending  surgeon,  testified  that  tlie  mode  of  deatli  wil«^  through  Iieart  failure; 
that  the  immediate  or  prime  caiLse  wiis  unemic  poisoning,  due  to  acute  inflammation 
of  the  kidneys,  which  he  attributed  to  the  effects  of  the  ether  administered  during 
the  operation;  and  that  the  contributing  cause  was  general  debility  due  to  age  and 
long  suffering  from  the  pensionecl  caust  s. 
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Since  renal  inflammation  is  one  of  the  rare  accidents  which  is  liable  to  occur  after 
the  admini>tration  of  larjre  quantitien  of  ether  (vide  Park,  Surgery  by  American 
Author?),  it  was  deeme<l  advisable  before  answering?  the  appeal  to  have  a  special 
fxamination  int4)  the  circumstances  attending  the  oi)eration,  to  settle  a  doubt  as  to 
the  jMisgible  merit  of  the  case.  After  this  examination  you  state  that  the  claim  was 
It-rally  rejected  without  reference  to  this  division.  This  proves  not  to  be  the  case, 
i-  the  brief  shows  that  the  claim  was  adversely  acted  upon  in  this  division  on  July 
'^\  19(M),  upon  consideration  of  the  special  examiner's  reports.  Such  at^tion,  liow- 
iver,  was  unusual,  since  the  claim  was  in  the  hands  of  the  appeal  section  and  had 
not  l)een  reopene<i  for  the  purpose  of  readjudicxition. 

Sjiecial  Examiner  Hunt's  report  has  introduced  a  new^  element  in  the  case,  in  the 
Itnnof  a  public  record  which  attributes  death  to  i)eritonitis.  The  record  fails  to 
rotate  by  whom  the  death  was  reporte<l,  and  the  special  examiner  did  not  determine 
that  point.  Dr.  Robinson  insists  that  this  record  is  an  error;  and  he  gives  a  con- 
>i>ient  history  of  acute  renal  inflammation  developing  immediately  after  the  oi)era- 
tim  and  rapidly  progressing  to  a  fatal  termination  through  unemic  poisoning.  The 
other  imrgeons  and  the  nurse  who  were  present  at  the  operation  could  give  no  infor- 
mation of  value  as  to  the  subsequent  course  of  the  case.  An  autoi>sy  was  not  made. 
The  records  of  the  hospital  are  incomplete  and  afford  no  information  of  a  character 
to  assist  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claim.  The  only  evidence  which  differs  in  any 
essential  point  from  that  of  Dr.  Robinson,  beside  the  record  of  death,  is  that  of  the 
claimant  herself;  and  her  testimony  does  not  negative  his  statement  as  to  the  death 
i-aose. 

The  evidence  elicited  tends  to  show  that  the  kidneys  were  normal  prior  to  the  oper- 
ation; and,  admitting  that  to  Ije  the  case,  it  is  not  deemed  very  material  whether  the 
record  or  the  attending  suiigeon  correctly  states  the  cause  of  death,  since  the  evidence 
clearly  indicates,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  soldier's  death  was  a  remote  effect  of  the 
"peration;  and  both  peritonitis  and  renal  inflammation  are  accidents  to  which  he 
^ius  liable  as  a  result. 

Taking  this  view  of  the  case,  the  questions  remaining  for  consideration  are  the 
nife>>dty  for  the  o|)eration  and  whether  the  pensioned  causes  were  controlling 
lactorv. 

Tlie  attending  physician  insists  that  the  operation  wa*?  a  necessity,  and  had  to  l>e 
I»erf<)rme<l,  as  the  soldier's  condition  <leitiandefl  it;  and  that  its  i)rimary  object  was  as 
nnuh  for  the  radical  cure  of  the  heniia  and  hydrcnrele  as  it  was  for  the  removal  of 
the  4iisease<l  testicle;  that  one  could  not  be  done  without  the  other,  as  the  hernial  sac 
wa.«  low  and  there  were  adhesions.  A  careful  analysis  of  the  case,  however,  does  not 
warrant  st)  strong  a  statement  as  to  the  influence  of  the  pensioned  causes;  in  fact,  the 
"^urjreon  himself  admitted  that  **the  testicle  lK)thered  him  the  most,"  and  he  added 
that  it  **was  tulH»rcular,  and  was  beginning  to  break  down,  and  had  to  be  removed 
whether  he  want-ed  or  not." 

Tlie  evidence  shows  that  the  hernia,  at  the  time  of  the  operation,  was  not  stran- 
jnilateil;  and  there  was  no  reason  from  the  condition  of  the  hernia  itself,  so  far  as 
>hown,  why  an  oj)eration  for  its  radical  cure  should  have  l)een  undertaken,  even  if  it 
wa.«  ailmissible,  in  view  of  the  facrt  that  the  hernia  was  of  thirtv  vears'  duration  and 
that  the  soldier  was  over  (M)  years  of  age  and  debilitated.  Nor  under  such  circumstances 
*ouM  an  oj>eration  for  the  cure  of  the  hydrocele  of  the  cord,  involving  also  the  radi- 
'^1  cure  of  the  hernia,  have  Xmen  justified,  in  my  opinion,  independent  of  the  exist- 
♦^nceof  the  disease  of  testicle. 

Considering  the  testimony  of  the  claimant,  showing  that  the  soldier  was  suffering 
fr^»m  excruciating  pain  prior  to  the  ojx^ration,  in  connection  with  that  of  the  attend- 
inir  surgeon  and  the  other  evidence  in  the  ca>*e,  and  taking  into  account  the  nature 
"f  the  disability  and  the  rules  of  surgical  ])ract ice  applicable  to  the  matter,  it  is  clearly 
indent  that  the  primary  object  of  the  oi)eration  was,  first,  the  relief  of  the  i)ain  due 
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to  the  diseased  testicle;  and,  second,  the  removal  of  an  organ  which  was  considered 
to  be  a  menace  to  life.  The  extension  of  the  operation  to  include  the  radical  cure  of 
the  hydroi^le  of  the  cord  which  had  been  admitted  as  a  result  of  the  hemia^].>ut 
w4th  doubtful  propriety — was  necessary,  if  at  all,  l>eca\ise  it  was  a  tubercular  leHioii, 
and  consequently  would  menace  life  l)y  furnishing  a  focus  from  which  constitutional 
invasion  was  likely  to  take  place.  Therefore,  if  the  disease  of  testicle  and  cord  were 
tubercular,  neither  were  related  to  the  hernia,  and  the  necessity  for  the  operation 
was  purely  independent  of  ancV apart  from  any  disability  of  serxace  origin.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  hydrocele  of  the  cord  was  simple,  and  was  really  a  result  of  the  her- 
nia, as  from  the  improper  ap])lication  of  a  truss,  its  radical  cure,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
hernia,  was  a  matter  of  expediency  and  not  one  of  necessity. 

We  do  not  concur  with  the  statement  of  the  attending  surgeon  that  the  diseased 
testicle  could  not  be  removed  without  performing  a  radical  operation  for  the  cure  of 
the  hernia.  No  reason  is  shown  whv  he  could  not  have  broken  down  the  adhesions 
of  which  he  speaks  without  opening  the  hernial  sac.  Having  the  soldier  under  the 
influence  of  an  anaesthetic  and  having  undertaken  an  operation  in  the  region  of  the 
hernia,  it  was  a  favorable  opportunity  to  also  perform  an  operation  for  the  radical 
cure  of  the  latter.  But  it  certainly  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  done;  and  it 
was  probably  the  prolongation  of  the  operation  to  include  the  hernia  which  was 
responsible  for  the  rare  accident — due  to  poisoning  from  the  anaesthetic — which 
resulted  in  the  soldier* s  death. 

Regarding  the  nature  and  risks  of  the  operation  it  may  be  briefly  stated  that  the 
simple  extirpation  of  a  diseased  testicle  is  not  a  serious  operation  and  is  attended  with 
but  slight  risk  to  life.  But  when  it  is  necessary  to  extend  the  operation  to  the 
inguinal  canal  it  becomes  a  far  more  serious  matter,  and  if  this  neces-sity  is  known 
l^forehand  the  operation  ia  of  doubtful  propriety  as  a  deniier  resort.  In  speaking 
of  castration  Agnew  says:  **  Indeed,  when  the  cord  within  the  canal  is  involved,  the 
propriety  of  any  operation  is  exceedingly  questionable."  Formerly  early  extirpa- 
tion of  the  testicle  was  advised  ])y  authors  in  case  of  tul)ercular  disease  of  the  gland, 
to  prevent  extension  of  the  disease  and  general  infection.  Having  usually  prove<i 
futile  in  this  respect,  the  operation  is  now  done  less  frequently  for  this  cause  and  is 
only  advised  under  exceptional  circumstances  (Park). 

It  is  evident,  then,  that  the  oi>eration  was  one  involving  considerable  risk.  The 
case  appears  to  have  bean  one  l)elonging  to  the  class  which  forms  the  exception  to 
the  rule  and  an  oi^eration  for  the  removal  of  the  testicle  seems  to  have  ]^>een  demanded. 
But  in  view  of  the  increased  risks  and  the  age  and  general  condition  of  the  soldier, 
there  is  ground  for  grave  doubt  whether  the  surgeon  was  justified  in  extending  it  to 
include  the  radical  cure  of  the  hernia,  which  was  an  operation  of  exixidiency  and 
not  of  necessity.  Nevertheless  the  operation  itself  appears  to  have  been  successful 
and  the  death  to  have  been  due  to  one  of  those  rare  accidents  which  could  not  be 
foreseen,  but  whit^h  probably  would  have  been  avoided  had  he  (;hosen  the  simple 
operation  of  removing  the  diseased  gland  without  attempting  the  radical  cure  of  the 
hernia.  Having,  however,  chosen  the  latter  and  death  having  resulted,  it  is  not 
})elicved  that  the  fatal  result  can  fairly  }w  attributed  to  the  pensioned  causes,  the 
operation  for  the  hernia  not  being  a  matter  of  neca<sity  and  its  existence  being  a  con- 
traindication rather  than  an  additional  reason  for  undertaking  the  primary  opera- 
tion, under  all  the  circumstances. 

The  disease  of  testi(?le  for  which  the  ojx^ration  was  primarily  i>erformed  was  first 
alleged  and  shown  in  1888.  The  lx)ard  that  examined  the  soldier  on  November  28, 
1888,  descril)ed  the  disability  as*  a  tumor  in  the  right  scrotum  10  inches  in  circumfer- 
ence, extending  (>  inches  below  the  upper  margin  of  the  pubic  l)one  and  consisting  of 
an  enlarge<l  testicle, ai)parently  "fibrous  degeneration,"  and  an  enlargement  of  the 
cord,  probably  hydrocele,  irhich  ims  rendihf  ncfuiratt'd  from  the  fumor  hdov\  Dr.  Rob- 
inson's diagnosis  was  tuberculous  inflamuiation  of  the  gland.     Since  no  microscopic 
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examination  was  made,  and  as  such  cases  are  often  difficult  and  sometimes  impossi- 
ble to  differentiate  without  such  examination,  the  question  as  to  the  form  of  inflam- 
mation is  open  to  doubt.  But  whether  there  was  simple  fibroid  enlax^ment  with 
subse<iuent  degeneration  or  tubercular  inflammation  of  the  gland,  it  is  safe  to  say  that 
it  had  no  connection  with  the  pensioned  causes,  a  conclusion  which  is  in  consonance 
with  that  of  the  attending  surgeon. 

From  a  medical  standpoint  the  case  may  he  summarized  as  follows: 

1.  The  soldier's  death  was  the  remote  effect  of  an  operation,  being  due  to  an  unar 
v<ii<lable  accident  incident  thereto. 

2.  The  operation  was  performed  primarily  for  the  relief  of  a  nonpensioned  dis- 
ability; incidentally,  for  the  ra<lic!al  cure  of  a  pensione<l  disability. 

3.  It  involved  grave  risks,  but  was  deemed  necessary  to  prolong  life,  and  the  risk 
was  therefore  properly  assumed  by  the  soldier. 

4.  The  operation  was  not  essential  on  account  of  the  pensioned  causes  alone.  Its 
extension  to  include  them  added  to  its  gravity  and  prol>ably  determined  the  fatal 
result,  but  so  far  as  his  life  was  concerned  it  was  wholly  unnecessary  that  they  should 
have  been  included  in  the  operation,  that  being  done  merely  as  a  matter  of  expedi- 
ency, and  the  Government  is  not  responsible  for  the  outcome. 

In  my  opinion  the  adverse  action  was  proper,  and  it  is  a<lhered  to. 

It  thus  appears  the  widow's  title  to  pension  is  denied  because  the 
.surgical  opeiTition  leading  to  the  death  of  her  husband  was  not  deemed 
by  the  medical  referee  as  essential  on  account  of  the  pensioned  causes 
alone;  that  the  inclusion  of  the  hernia  and  varicocele  in  the  operation 
was  wholly  unnecessary,  so  far  as  his  life  was  concerned,  and  that  the 
operation  was  extended  merely  as  a  matter  of  expediency. 

The  medical  referee  states  that  there  was  no  reason,  from  the  condi- 
tion of  the  hernia  itself,  so  far  as  known,  why  an  operation  for  its 
radical  cure  should  have  been  undertaken,  even  if  it  was  admissible, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  hernia  was  of  thirty  years'  duration  and 
that  the  soldier  was  over  (>()  years  of  age  and  debilitated;  nor  under 
these  circumstances  would  an  operation  for  the  cure  of  the  hydrocele 
of  the  (^ord  involving  the  radical  cure  of  the  hernia  hav^e  been  justified^ 
independent  of  the  te^sticle. 

The  question  here  arises.  Who  is  the  most  competent  to  pass  upon 
the  necessity  for  the  operation  as  performed,  the  surgeon  doing  the 
ojTc ration  or  the  medical  referee  ? 

The  surgeon  is  reported  by  the  special  examiner*' as  a  graduate, 
has  a  large  practice,  and  stjinds  well  professionally  and  socially." 
There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  not  skillful,  or 
that  he  was  guilty  of  malpractice  in  the  case.  The  welfare  of  his 
patient  appears  to  have  been  his  sole  consideration. 

He  stated  to  the  special  examiner  that  he  could  not  effect  the 
removal  of  the  diseased  testicle,  the  necessit}'  for  which  there  can  be 
no  doubt,  "without  operating  on  the  other  conditions,"  meaning  the 
hydrocele  and  the  hernia. 

The  testicle  was  tubercular,  was  of  large  size,  weighing  about  2 
pounds :  the  hernia  was  adherent,  and  the  hydrocele  was  large  and 
required  tapping  about  every  twent}'  days,  when  from  15  to  20  ounces 
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of  fluid  were  evacuated.  These  conditions  appear  to  have  been,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  surgeon,  such  as  to  warnint  or  make  necessar}'  the  oper- 
ation as  done  by  him.  Furthermore,  the  surgeon  stated  that  the  primary 
object  of  the  operation  was  as  much  for  the  i-adical  cure  of  the  hernia 
and  the  hydrocele  as  it  was  for  the  removal  of  the  diseased  testicle. 

The  referee  savs  ho  can  not  concur  with  the  statement  of  the  attend- 
ing  surgeon  that  the  diseased  testicle  could  not  be  removed  without 
performing  a  radical  operation  for  the  cure  of  the  hernia;  that  no  rea- 
son is  shown  wh  v  he  could  not  have  broken  down  the  adhesions  without 
opening  the  hernial  sac. 

When  such  a  condition  of  the  scrotal  sac  existed  as  is  shown  bv  the 
testimony  it  scarcely  seems  necessary  for  the  surgeon  to  have  explained 
whv  he  could  not  have  broken  down  the  adhesions. 

A  hydrocele  containing  20  ounces  of  fluid,  which  had  been  subjected 
to  tapping  every  twenty  days,  and  a  hernia  in  the  scrotum  bound  down 
l)v  adhesions,  seems  clearh'  to  indicate  the  necessity  for  extendinir  the 
operation,  and  the  surgeon,  having  the  parts  exposed  before  him,  was 
certainly  in  the  best  position  to  determine  the  proper  procedure. 

Furthermore,  t  is  pensioner  had  undoubtedly  the  right,  and  it  was 
his  duty,  to  seek  surgical  relief  for  the  hydrocele  and  the  hernia,  even 
if  he  had  not  been  afflicted  with  the  diseased  testicle,  and  had  he  done 
so,  and  the  operation  determined  upon  as  the  best  by  the  surgeon  in 
charge  of  the  case  had  proved  fatal,  his  widow  would  have  been  enti- 
tled to  pension. 

This  case  comes  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Mary  E. 
Dolan  (11  P.  D.,  62),  wherein  it  was  held  that — 

When  it  is  shown  that  disability  of  service  origin  was  an  important  controlling  fac- 
tor in  the  cause  of  <leath,  as  well  as  })eing  so  complicated  with  the  other  causes  that 
its  influence  can  not  be  separated  from  the  other  causes,  or  the  precise  degree  of 
materialness  of  each  factor  in  death  is  not  susceptible  of  determination,  then  the 
disability  of  service  origin  may  l)e  legally  accepted  as  the  cause  of  death. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 
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Matilda  I.  Kennedy  (widow). 

It  appearing  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased  sailor  did  not  serve  for  sixty  days 
with  the  Navy  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier 
thereof,  or  en  route  thereto  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  this  appellant  is  not 
entitled  to  pension  as  his  widow  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29, 1887. 

AsHlHtaut  Secretary  J*\  Z.  CarnpljeU  to  the  Comnilniiloyier  of  Pensions. 

Odoher  IG,  1900. 

Matilda  I.  Kennedy  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  July  12,  1899, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  1SS7,  as  widow  of  John  Kennedy  (deceased),  late  seaman.  United 
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States  Navy,  alleging  that  said  sailor  had  served  for  sixty  daj^s  with  the 
Xavv  of  the  United  States  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  of  Mexico  and  en 
route  thereto  during  the  war  with  that  nation,  had  been  honoi'ably 
discharged  fi-om  said  service,  and  had  died  on  June  9,  1899,  leaving 
her  as  his  widow  surviving. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  May  23,  1900, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased 
soldier  did  not  serve  for  sixt}^  days  upon  the  coasts  or  frontier  of 
Mexico,  or  en  route  thereto,  during  the  war  with  that  nation  as  alleged, 
and  as  is  required  l)y  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to 
entitle  the  claimant  to  pension  thereunder  as  his  widow. 
From  said  ac^tion  appeal  was  taken  on  September  10,  1900. 
The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  provides  a  pension  for  the  surviving 
widows  of  such  officers  and  enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia, 
and  volunteers  of  the  railitarv  and  naval  services  of  the  United  States, 
who^  being  duly  enlisted,  actually  served  sixt}'  days  with  the  Army  or 
Navv  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier 
thereof,  or  en  route  thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actu- 
ally' engaged  in  a  battle  in  said  war,  and  were  hononiblv  discharged, 
and  such  other  officers,  soldiers,  and  sailors  as  may  have  been  person- 
ally named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  service  in 
said  war. 

In  the  present  case  the  claim  of  the  appellant  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  said  act  is  based  upon  the  allegation  that  the  deceased 
sailor  served  for  si  xtv  davs  en  route  to  and  on  the  coasts  and  frontier 
of  Mexico  during  the  war  with  that  nation. 

The  official  record  of  the  deceased  sailor's  service  in  the  United 
States  Navy  shows  that  he  enlisted  therein  on  November  4,  1847,  and 
.Nci-xed  on  l)oard  the  U.  S.  S.  Ntn'th  CaroJhka  as  an  ordinarv  seaman 
until  April  10, 1848,  when  he  was  transferred  to  the  U.  S.  S.  Saratoga^ 
and  served  on  board  said  latter  vessel  as  ordinarv  seaman  and  seaman 
until  December  8,  1849,  when  he  was  honorabh^  discharged  from  the 
service.  It  has  long  })een  held  b}^  this  Department  that  the  legal 
termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico  for  pensionable  purposes  was  May 
80,  1848.  (McClelland,  Secretary,  in  re  Michael  Salmon,  3  L.  B.  P., 
9,  and  in  re  Thomas  Bruce,  4  K  B.  P.,  2(51 ;  also  Assistant  Secretary 
Reynolds  to  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  7  P.  D.,  240.) 

The  records  of  the  Bureau  of  Navigation  of  the  Navy  Department 
show  that  the  y<^rth  (Jamlinu  was  the  receiving  ship  at  the  Brooklyn 
Navy- Yard,  port  of  New  York,  from  Novem})er  1, 1843,  to  September 
7,  18^J5,  and  that  the  Santfoga  was  put  in  commission  at  said  navy- 
yard  on  April  10,  1848,  and  sailed  from  the  port  of  New  York  under 
orders  for  the  Mexican  coast  on  April  17,  1S48. 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  the  dc^ceased  sailor  was  m(»rely  trans- 
ferred from  the  X<^rih  Carol tud  to  the  Snrat(nfa  on  April  10,  1848, 
when  the  latter  ship  went  into  conunission,  l>oth  vessels  being  in  the 
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port  of  New  York  on  that  date.  Consequently,  under  the  most  liberal 
construction  of  the  law,  he  could  be  considered  as  en  route  to  Mexico 
only  from  April  17,  1848,  the  date  upon  which  the  Saratoga  sailed 
from  that  port  under  orders  for  the  seat  of  war.  From  that  date  to 
May  30,  1848,  the  date  of  the  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico,  a 
period  of  forty-three  days,  the  sailor  served  in  the  Navy,  in  or  duriug 
said  war,  en  route  to  Mexico,  and  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof, 
but  by  no  possible  construction  could  such  service  be  held  to  extend 
over  a  longer  period.  Since  said  naval  service  in  the  Mexican  war  en 
route  to  and  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  of  Mexico  was  of  less  than  sixt^' 
days'  duration,  it  is  manifest  that  it  was  not  a  pensionable  service  under 
the  prov^isions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  would  confer  no 
right  or  title  to  pension  thereunder  either  upon  the  sailor  or  upon 
this  appellant  as  his  widow. 

The  only  argument  or  contention  made  in  the  present  appeal  is  that 
inasmuch  as  the  sailor  had  been  granted  a  pension  as  a  survivor  of  the 
Mexican  war  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29, 1887,  and 
subsequently  an  increase  of  said  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  5,  1893,  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  his  Mexican 
war  service  as  a  pensionable  service  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  January  29, 1887,  was  res  adjudicata,  and  could  not  now  be  called  in 
question  upon  the  application  of  his  widow  for  pension  under  said  act. 

It  is  true  that  the  deceased  sailor  was  allowed  a  pension  under  said 
act  under  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  law,  made  in  a  ruling  of  a 
former  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  which  has  long  since  been  overruled, 
set  aside,  and  abrogated  by  this  Department,  but  the  fact  that  the 
sailor  was  erroneously  allowed  and  paid  a  pension  to  which  he  wa.s 
clearh^  not  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  the  law  is  certainly  no  good 
or  sufficient  reason  whatever  for  the  perpetuation  of  said  error  by 
continuing  the  allowance  of  such  pension  to  his  widow. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  upon  the  ground  stated  was  clearlj'  not 
error,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


practice— reopening— limitation. 
Jonathan  Kinsey. 

The  rule  of  limitation  for  reopening  rejected  increase  claims  in  cases  where  an  appeal 
was  file<l  l)efore  the  rule  had  run  is  8usjx?nded  during:  the  i)eriod  from  the  date 
of  filing  the  appeal  and  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  thereon. 

Af^aistajit  Secretary  F.  L.  CmnphcU  to  the  CoimiiUHioner  of  Penmons^ 

Oct^Jjer  16,  1900. 

The  claimant  in  this  case,  Jonathan  Kinsey,  late  private  Company 
C,  Thirty-second  Regiment  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  ceitili- 
cate  No.  877t)05,  is  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  Jp6  per 
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month,  for  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  due  to 
disability  from  varicose  veins  of  right  leg,  and  disease  of  heart,  said 
rate  having  been  allowed  from  February  10,  1892. 

October  12,  1896,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  which  was  rejected 
August  21,  1897. 

Claimant  appealed  from  said  action  September  14,  1897,  and  by 
departmental  decision  of  April  27,  1898,  said  action  was  affirmed. 

May  17,  1898,  claimant  filed  the  affidavit  of  himself  and  his  family 
phj' sician  tending  to  show  increased  disability,  with  a  view  of  having 
his  claim  for  increase  reopened. 

The  Bureau  by  action  of  August  27,  1898,  declined  to  consider  the 
testimony  filed  to  reopen,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  filed  within 
ninety  days  from  August  31,  1897,  the  date  of  the  notice  of  rejection 
of  the  claim,  as  required  by  the  rules  of  the  Bureau. 

Claimant  appealed  from  said  action  September  12, 1898,  contending 
that  he  appealed  from  the  action  rejecting  his  claim  September  14, 1897. 
Said  action  was  affirmed  April  27,  1898,  and  he  filed  the  testimony  to 
reopen  May  16,  1898,  and  under  the  facts  the  rules  of  practice  of  the 
Bureau  were  not  violated,  and  said  action  was  erroneous. 

Claimant  enlisted  June  10, 1861,  and  was  honorably  discharged  June 
17,  1864. 

The  only  question  raised  by  the  appeal  and  involved  in  the  case  is 
whether  the  Bureau  action  declining  to  consider  the  evidence  filed  to 
reopen  the  claim  on  the  grounds  stated  was  warranted;  or,  in  other 
words,  could  the  Bureau  properly  invoke  the  ninety-day  rule  as  to  filing 
evidence  to  reopen. 

The  rule  of  practice  referred  to  in  the  order  of  rejection  is  found  on 
peige  122,  paragraph  3,  in  The  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

3.  Applications  for  reopening  of  increase  claims  and  the  filing  of  evidence  there- 
nnder  should  be  limited  to  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  mailing  the  letter  of  rejection. 

If  the  application,  with  evidence,  in  such  cases  is  not  made  within  the  ninety  days 
as  aforesaid,  the  rejection  will  be  considered  final. 

I  can  see  no  objection  to  this  rule  in  ordinary  cases  of  increase  claims 
where  no  appeal  was  taken  before  the  expiration  of  the  ninety  days; 
but  it  should  not  apply  in  cases  where  an  appeal  from  the  action  reject- 
ing the  increase  claim  was  promptly  taken  by  claimant  or  his  recog- 
nized attornev. 

When  an  appeal  is  properly  filed  further  action  in  the  case  on  the 
part  of  the  Bureau  is  suspended  until  final  determination  by  the  Depart- 
ment, the  Bureau  having  no  longer  any  jurisdiction  to  take  any  action 
in  regard  to  the  claim  until  final  disposition  and  the  papers  in  the  case 
are  returned. 

In  the  present  case  the  increase  claim  was  rejected  August  21, 18i)7; 
claimant  entered  an  appeal  recognized  in  regular  and  legal  form  Sep- 
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tember  14,  1897;  the  Department  affirmed  the  action  April  27,  1898, 
and  the  new  evidence  to  reopen  was  filed  May  17, 1898. 

So  that  it  is  evident  claimant  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  or 
delay  in  taking  the  appeal,  but  acted  promptly  in  the  premises. 

The  notice  of  the  rejection  of  the  claim  was  mailed  ^ugust  31, 1897, 
only  ten  days  after  the  adverse  action,  and  it  is  true  that  the  testimony 
filed  to  reopen  was  not  filed  within  ninety  days  thereafter. 

But  the  appeal  was  filed  September  14  following,  and  from  that  time 
until  the  departmental  decision,  April  27,  1898,  the  case  was  before 
the  Department  on  appeal  and  the  Bureau  powerless  to  take  any  action 
in  relation  thereto. 

In  my  opinion  the  ninety  days  referred  to  in  the  rule  of  limitation 
was  suspended  during  the  period  from  the  date  of  filing  the  appeal 
and  the  decision  of  the  Department  thereon.  In  other  words,  the 
period  between  the  date  of  filing  the  appeal,  September  14,  1897,  and 
the  date  of  the  departmental  decision  of  April  27, 1898,  should  not  be 
considered  under  the  ninety -da}^  limitation.  So  only  thirty-four  days 
of  the  period  of  the  limitation  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  practice  had 
run  when  the  evidence  to  reopen  was  filed. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  I  hold  that  there  was  no  violation  of  said 
rule  of  practice  in  this  case,  and  the  action  appealed  from  is  hereby 
reversed,  and  the  papers  in  the  case  returned  for  consideration  of  the 
testimony  filed  to  reopen  and  for  action  thereon  in  accordance  with  the 
usual  practice  in  such  cases. 


marriage  and  divorce-impediment— massacuusetts. 
Emma  C.  Sanders,  now  Stewart  (widow). 

Claimant  married  soldier  in  1856  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  in  the  State  of  Mas- 
sachusetts until  his  second  enlistment,  December  18,  1863.  Not  having  heard 
from  her  said  husband  since  1864  and  believing  him  to  be  dead,  she  married  one 
Stewart,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  in  November,  1870,  and  lived  and  cohabiteil 
with  him  as  his  wife,  in  said  State  (both  believing  said  marriage  to  have  been 
legal)  until  his  death,  which  occurred  August  16,  1889.  The  soldier  died  in  the 
Soldiers'  Home  in  Chelsea,  Mass.,  Deceml)er  18,  1882. 

Held  J  That  under  the  laws  and  decisions  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts  claimants' 
ceremonial  marriage  to  Stewart  was  void,  and  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Sanders 
until  his  death  in  1882,  when  she  became  his  widow,  but  she  and  Stewart  having 
lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  the  death  of  Sanders  to  the  death  of 
Stewart,  each  desiring  to  l)e  and  believing  that  they  were  husband  and  wife, 
they  are  deemed  and  held  to  have  legally  sustained  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife,  and  were  such  under  the  laws  of  that  State  from  the  death  of  Sanders  to 
the  death  of  said  Stewart,  when  she  Ijecame  Stewart's  lawful  widow,  and  there 
being  no  pensionable  period  of  widowhood  between  the  death  of  Sanders  aud 
the  time  she  l)ecame  the  wife  of  Stewart  the  rejec^tion  of  her  claim  for  pension 
on  account  of  the  death  of  Sanders  was  pro|>er  and  is  affirmed. 
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A^nstant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  CominiMioner  of  Pensions, 

October  31, 1900. 

Austin  W.  Sanders  was  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States 
from  April  30,  1861,  to  November  21, 1862,  as  private  in  Company  D, 
Thirteenth  Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  was  subsequently 
in  said  service  from  December  18,  1863,  to  August  16, 1864,  as  second 
lieutenant  in  Company  I,  Seventy-fourth  United  States  Colored  Infan- 
try". It  appeal's  further  that  the  soldier  died  of  consumption  on 
December  18,  1882,  while  an  inmate  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  in  Chelsea, 
Mass. 

On  January  6,  1898,  Emma  C.  Sanders,  now  Stewart,  as  the  wido.w 
of  said  soldier,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law,  which  claim  was  adjudicated  on  July  28,  1899,  and 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of 
the  soldier.  On  November  4, 1899,  claimant  appealed  from  the  action 
rejecting  her  claim  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law. 

On  December  2,  1899,  claimant  filed  an  application  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  rejected  on  Januaiy 
29,  1900,  upon  the  same  ground  as  that  uj)on  which  the  general  law 
claim  was  denied.  An  application  to  reopen  said  claim  was  rejected 
on  April  30,  1900. 

In  order  that  the  contention  presented  b}'^  the  appeal  may  be  clearly 
apprehended  a  brief  recital  of  the  material  facts  disclosed  by  the 
record  is  necessary.  It  appears  that  the  claimant  and  the  soldier 
were  married  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts  on  January  2,  1856,  and 
that  the  parties  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  said  State  up  to 
the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned;  that  the 
soldier  returned  to  his  home  after  the  termination  of  his  first  term  of 
service  and  lived  with  the  claimant  until  his  reenlistment;  that  after 
his  second  enlistment  he  frequently  wrote  to  his  wife,  the  claimant, 
and  occasionally  sent  her  money,  his  letters  being  couched  in  aflFec- 
tionate  terms,  conveying  assurances  of  affection  and  expressing  an 
earnest  desire  to  see  her;  that  some  time  during  the  year  1864,  he 
suddenly  ceased  to  write  and  the  claimant  never  heard  from  him 
again.  The  claimant,  not  having  heard  from  the  soldier  since  the 
termination  of  the  war,  and  believing  him  to  be  dead,  on  November 
24, 1870,  married  one  Edson  Stewart,  with  whom  she  lived  in  said  State 
of  Massachusetts  until  his  death,  which  occurred  on  August  16,  1889. 
It  appears  further  that  the  soldier  did  not  die  in  the  service,  but 
that  some  time  subsequent  to  the  termination  of  the  war  he  applied 
for  admission  and  was  received  as  an  inmate  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  at 
Chelsea,  Mass.,  and  that  when  he  made  said  application  he  represented 
himself  to  be  a  widower  with  no  near  relative.  It  also  appears  that 
he  died  in  said  institution  on  December  18,  1882.     The  material  facts 
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upon  which  the  case  is  to  turn  are  that  the  claimant,  believing  the 
soldier  dead,  married  the  second  time  in  1870,  the  second  husband 
dying  in  1889,  about  seven  years  subsequent  to  the  soldier's  deaths 
and  that  all  the  parties  resided  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 

On  May  29,  1895,  was  approved  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Massa- 
chusetts which  is  as  follows: 

Where  a  marriage  contract  has  been  entered  into  with  due  legal  ceremony  and  the 
parties  thereafter  live  together  as  husband  and  wife,  and  where  at  the  time  of  such 
marriage  ceremony  a  former  husband  or  wife  of  one  of  the  parties  was  living,  and 
the  former  marriage  with  such  person  was  still  in  force;  and  where  such  subsequent 
marriage  contract  was  entered  into  by  at  least  one  of  the  parties  in  good  faith,  in  the 
full  belief  that  the  former  husband  or  wife  was  dead,  or  that  such  former  marriage  hatl 
been  annulled  by  divorce,  or  without  knowledge  on  the  part  of  one  of  them  of  such 
former  marriage;  and  where  the  impediment  to  such  subsequent  marriage  existing 
by  reason  of  the  former  marriage  is  removed  by  the  death  of  the  other  party  to  the 
former  marriage,  or  by  a  proper  decree  of  divorce,  and  the  parties  to  such  subse- 
quent marriage  then  continue  living  U)gether  as  husband  and  wife  in  good  faith,  on 
the  part  of  at  least  one  of  them,  they  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  have  l)een  legally 
married  from  and  after  the  removal  of  such  impediment,  and  the  issue  of  such  subse- 
quent marriage  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  legitimate  issue  of  both  parties. 

The  above-recited  act  was  amended  on  June  5, 1896,  as  follows: 

• 

The  provisions  of  chapter  four  hundred  and  twenty-seven  of  the  acts  of  the  year 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-five  shall  apply  to  cases  in  which  the 
impediment  to  marriage  therein  referred  to  was  removed  prior  to  the  date  when  said 
act  took  effect  as  to  cases  in  which  such  impediment  was  removed  subsequent  to 
such  date:  Provided,  That  no  marriage  otherwise  valid  shall  thereby  be  rendered 
invalid. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7, 
1882,  the  validity  of  such  marriages  as  that  now  under  consideration 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  the  State  in  which 
the  parties  resided,  both  at  the  time  when  said  marriage  was  contracted 
and  when  the  right  of  pension,  if  any,  accrued. 

The  main  contention  presented  in  the  appeal  is  worthy  of  respectful 
consideration,  and  is  as  follows: 

Our  principal  contention  is  that  the  relationship,  whether  legal  or  illegal,  between 
the  claimant  and  Stewart  terminated  on  the  latter's  death  in  1889 — six  years  before 
the  passage  of  the  first  act  in  question — and  that  no  act  or  law  could,  intentionally 
or  unintentionally,  affect  it  in  any  way.  In  other  words,  as  long  as  a  contract  or 
relationship  is  actually  in  existence — living,  a^  it  were — it  is  under  legislative  control 
and  can  be  modified  or  nullified  in  many  cases.  But  once  the  contract  ceases  to 
exist  the  legislature  can  not  revive  it  or  alter  or  modify  it  in  any  way.  A  statute 
requiring,  for  example,  certain  formalities  in  the  execution  of  wills  can  have  retro- 
spective effect  on^ those  made  prior  to  its  passage,  but  not  on  those  that  have  taken 
effect  by  the  death  of  the  testator  (Am.  and  Eng.  Enc,  943).  Laws  passed  to  legiti- 
matize children  can  l>e  made  retroactive,  but  can  not  entitle  them  as  next  of  kin  to 
property  of  a  parent  who  died  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  (Stover  v.  Keeling,  o 
Hen.  and  M.  (Va.),  228).  Without  doubt  the  issue  of  a  void  marriage  can  for  all 
purposes  be  made  legitimate,  and  a  void  marriage  may  be  made  valid,  but  it  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  that  the  minor  should  be  living  and  the  relationship  of  husband  ami 
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wife  exist  at  the  time  the  law  is  passed.  There  must  )3e  a  contract  of  some  kind  in 
existence  which  the  law  is  to  make  valid.  It  is  well  settled  that  where  the  contract 
(or  relationship)  is  strictly  of  a  personal  nature  the  death  of  a  party  absolutely  deter- 
mines it.     (Parsons  on  Contr.,  v.  1,  p.  145.) 

The  only  case  referring  to  either  of  these  statutes  which  I  have  been  able  to  find 
is  Tyler  r.  Tyler,  171  Mass.,  150,  where  it  was  held  that  the  legislature  had  the 
power  to  regulate  the  marriage  of  persons  domiciled  mithin  tJie  Commomvealth.  In  the 
present  cai*e  only  one  of  the  parties,  the  claimant,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  act,  domi- 
eile<l  in  the  Commonwealth.  If  the  Pension  Office  is  correct,  and  a  State  can  declare 
a  marriage  valid  which  had  been  void  during  the  lifetime  of  both  parties  thereto, 
there  seems  to  be  no  limit  as  to  the  legislative  power  over  marriages.  If  a  live  per- 
son and  a  shade  can  be  married,  it  is  only  a  step  to  create  marriages  between  dead 
|>eople. 

It  i^ems  to  me  that  all  that  can  fairly  be  gathered  from  the  statute,  in  fact,  all  the 
Iejni<lature  had  power  to  do,  is  to  declare  that  the  fact  that  the  impediment  was 
removed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  should  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute. But  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  parties  affecte<i  be  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  l^slature  at  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act. 

The  claimant  relies  upon  one  proposition  stated  as  follows: 

A  statute  requiring,  for  example,  certain  formalities  in  the  execution  of  wills  can 
have  retrospective  effect  on  those  made  prior  to  its  passage,  but  not  on  those  that 
have  taken  effect  bv  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  claimant  also  relies  upon  the  following  proposition: 

Laws  passed  to  legitimize  children  can  be  made  retroactive,  but  can  not  entitle 
them  as  next  of  kin  to  property  of  a  parent  who  died  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
act. 

The  propositions  upon  which  the  claimant  relies  rest  upon  the  well- 
settled  principle  that  a  retroactive  law  can  not  opei"ate  to  disturb 
vested  rights  or  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts.  The  principle  is 
stated  on  page  757,  third  volume  American  and  English  Encyclopaedia 
of  Law,  as  follows: 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  prohibit  the  several 
8tatej»  from  passing  retroactive  laws  so  long  as  they  do  not  impair  the  obligation  of 
contracts  or  partake  of  the  nature  of  ex  post  facto  laws  or  bills  of  attainder. 

On  page  758  of  the  above-mentioned  authority  it  is  also  said: 
The  legislature  has  no  iwwer  to  pass  a  law  impairing  vested  rights  of  property. 

In  volume  23,  page  452,  of  the  same  authority  it  is  said: 

But  it  has  been  held  that  statutes,  which  are  remedial  in  their  nature  and  do  not 
disturb  veste<l  rights,  are  to  l>e  constnied  liberally,  even  though  retrosjjective  in 
their  operation,  in  order  to  accomplish  the  beneficent  purpose  for  which  they  were 
enacted. 

In  Ex  parte  Buckley  (53  Ala. ,  55)  the  court,  after  referring  to  laws 
which  impair  vested  rights,  said: 

There  are  other  statutes  which,  when  operating  retrospectively,  have  not  incurre<l 
judicial  condemnation,  and  to  which  a  liberal  construction  for  the  consummation 
of  the  just  and  beneficent  purposes  in  view  has  l)een  freely  accorded. 

8uch  statutes  are  intended  to  remedy  a  mischief,  promote  public  justice,  correct 
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innocent  mistakes  into  which  parties  may  have  fallen,  cure  irregalaritiee,  or  ^ve 
effect  to  the  acts  and  contracts  of  individuals  fairly  done  and  made. 

The  line  of  discrimination  is  well  and  definitely  drawn  between 
retrospective  laws  which  are  in  harmony  with  and  those  which  ai-e 
repugnant  to  established  principles  of  jurisprudence.  To  apply  the 
principles  above  enunciated  to  the  case  at  bar  it  becomes  necessary  to 
inquire  into  the  status  of  the  claimant  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her 
first  husband  in  1882.  If  he  was  not  divorced  from  her  at  that  time, 
she  unquestionably  became  his  widow  by  operation  of  law  and  at  once 
succeeded  to  all  and  every  right  incident  to  that  relation,  including* 
any  rights  in  the  property  of  her  husband  under  existing  statutes  of 
distribution.  By  virtue  of  the  military  service  of  her  husband  she 
also  had  a  right  under  existing  laws  to  make  application  for  pension. 
The  retroactive  law  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  passed  in  1805, 
could  not  be  construed  in  such  a  way  as  to  destroy  anj'^  of  the  above- 
mentioned  rights. 

But  there  is  another  aspect  of  the  case  which  deserves  consideration 
in  this  connection.  Under  the  pension  laws,  both  the  general  law  and 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  a  widow  is  entitled  to  pension  during  the 
period  only  which  intervenes  between  the  death  of  the  husband  under 
the  former  and  between  the  date  of  application  under  the  latter  and 
the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow.  If  there  is  indeed  no  such 
intervening  period,  then  there  can  be  no  period  during  which  such  an 
applicant  might  be  pensionable.  This  leads  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
true  legal  relation  between  the  applicant  and  the  second  husband  from 
the  death  of  the  first. 

The  retroactive  law,  in  so  far  as  it  went  to  invest  the  claimant  with 
a  marital  relation  to  the  second  husband,  was  in  perfect  harmony  with 
her  own  desire  and  will,  as  indicated  by  the  fact  that  she  continued  to 
cohabit  with  said  second  husband  up  to  the  time  of  his  death.  It 
destroyed  no  vested  right,  but  was  a  mere  cumtive  remedy,  which 
bestowed  a  social  status  upon  her  and  operated  to  legitimize  any 
issue  of  vsaid  se(»ond  marriage. 

The  claimant  earnestly  contends  that  the  legislature  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  pass  a  retroactive  law  affecting  the  marital  relation  of  the 
parties  unless  both  parties  were  in  life  at  the  time  the  law  was  passed. 
'*If  a  live  person  and  a  shade,"  says  the  claimant,  '^can  be  married, 
it  is  only  a  step  to  create  marriage  between  dead  people." 

But  the  legislature  was  only  seeking  to  confirm  or  ratify  a  relation 
between  the  parties  which  began  at  the  death  of  the  first  husband.  It 
had  no  power,  of  course,  to  legalize  the  void  marriage  of  the  claimant 
in  1870.  When,  however,  the  parties  to  the  second  marriage  contin- 
ued to  cohabit  as  man  and  wife,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment, 
they  thereby  established  a  relation  recognized  as  a  common-law  mar- 
riage in  all  the  States  where  there  is  not  a  statute  declaring  that  such 
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marriages  are  void.  There  appears  to  be  no  such  law  in  the  State  of 
Massachusetts.  It  is  not  at  all  clear,  therefore,  that  the  parties  to  the 
HBCond  marriage  needed  the  intervention  of  the  retroactive  legislation 
of  1895  to  render  their  marital  relations  valid  after  the  death  of  the 
first  husband  in  1882.  From  this  time  until  the  death  of  the  sec- 
ond husband  it  appears  that  the  parties  in  good  faith  regarded  them- 
selves as  man  and  wife,  and  were  so  regarded  in  the  community  in 
which  they  resided. 

In  the  case  of  Meister  v,  Moore  (96  U.  S.  Reports,  78)  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  held  as  follows: 

The  learned  judge  of  the  circuit  court  instructed  the  jury  that,  if  neither  a  min- 
ister nor  a  magistrate  was  present  at  the  alleged  marriage  of  William  A.  Mowry 
and  the  daughter  of  the  Indian,  Pero,  the  marriage  was  invalid  under  the  Michigan 
statute;  and  this  instruction  is  now  alleged  to  have  heen  erroneous.  It  certainly 
withdrew  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  all  evidence,  if  any  there  was,  of  infor- 
mal marriage  by  contract  per  verba  de  praesentu  That  such  a  contract  constitutes  a 
marriage  at  common  law  there  can  be  no  doubt,  in  view  of  the  adjudications  made 
in  this  country  from  its  earliest  settlement  until  the  present  day.  Marriage  is 
everywhere  regarded  as  a  civil  contract.  Statutes  in  many  of  the  States  it  is  true, 
regulate  the  mode  of  entering  into  the  contract,  but  they  do  not  confer  the  right. 
Hence,  they  are  not  within  the  principle  that  where  a  statute  creates  a  right  and 
provides  a  remedy  for  its  enforcement  the  remedy  is  exclusive.  No  doubt  a  statute 
may  take  away  a  common-law  right;  but  there  is  always  a  presumption  that  the  leg- 
islature has  no  such  intention,  unless  it  be  plainly  expressed. 

A  statute  may  declare  that  no  marriages  shall  be  valid  unless  they  are  solemnized 
in  a  prescribed  manner;  but  such  an  enactment  is  a  very  different  thing  from  a  law 
requiring  all  marriages  to  be  entered  into  in  the  presence  of  a  magistrate  or  a  clergy- 
man, or  that  it  be  preceded  by  a  license  or  publication  of  banns  or  be  attested  by 
witnesses.  Such  formal  provisions  may  be  construed  as  merely  directory  instead  of 
being  treated  as  destructive  of  a  common-law  right  to  form  the  marriage  relation  by 
words  of  present  assent;  and  such,  we  think,  has  been  the  rule  generally  adopted  in 
construing  statutes  regulating  marriage.  Whatever  directions  they  may  give  respect- 
ing its  formation  or  solemnization,  courts  have  usually  held  a  marriage  goo<l  at  com- 
mon law  to  be  good  notwithstanding  the  statutes,  unless  they  contain  express  words 
of  nullity.  This  is  the  conclusion  reached  by  Mr.  Bishop  after  an  examination  of 
the  authorities.  (Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  283  and  notes.)  W^e  do  not  propose 
to  examine  in  detail  the  numerous  decisions  that  have  been  made  by  the  State  courts. 
In  many  of  the  States  enactments  exist  very  similar  to  the  Michigan  statute,  but 
their  object  has  manifestly  l)een  not  to  declare  what  shall  be  requisite  to  the  validity 
of  a  marriage,  but  to  provide  a  legitimate  mode  of  solemnizing  it.  They  speak  of 
the  celebration  of  its  rite  rather  than  of  its  validity,  and  they  address  themselves 
principally  to  the  functionaries  they  authorize  to  perform  the  ceremony.  In  most 
cases  the  leading  purpose  is  to  secure  a  registration  of  marriages  and  evidence  by 
which  marriages  may  be  proved;  for  example,  by  certificate  of  a  clergyman  or  mag- 
istrate, or  by  an  exemplification  of  the  registry.  In  a  small  number  of  the  States 
it  must  be  admitted,  such  statutes  have  been  construed  as  denying  validity  to  mar- 
riages not  formed  according  to  the  statutory  directions.  Notably  has  this  l)een  so  of 
North  Carolina,  and  in  Tennessee,  where  the  statute  of  North  Carolina  was  in  force; 
but  the  statute  contained  a  provision  declaring  null  and  void  all  marriages  solemnized 
as  directed  without  a  license  first  had.  So  in  Massachusetts  it  was  earlv  de(»ide  I 
that  a  statute  very  like  the  Michigan  statute  rendered  illegal  a  marriage  which  would 
have  been  good  at  common  law,  but  which  was  not  entered  into  in  the  manner 
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directed  by  the  written  law.  (Milford  r.  Worcester,  7  Mass.,  48.)  It  may  well  be 
doubted,  how^ever,  whether  such  is  now  the  law  in  that  State.  In  Parton  r.  Henry 
(1  (xray,  Mass.,  119),  where  the  question  was  whether  a  marriage  of  a  girl  only  13 
yeai-H  old,  married  without  parental  consent,  was  a  valid  marriage  (the  statute  pr«> 
hibiting  clergymen  and  magistrates  from  solemnizing  marriages  of  females  under  18 
without  the  consent  of  parents  or  guardians),  the  court  held  it  goo<l  and  binding, 
notwithstanding  the  statute.  In  speaking  of  the  effect  of  statutes  regulating  mar- 
riage, including  the  Massachusetts  statute  (which,  as  we  have  said,  containe<l  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Michigan  one),  the  court  said:  '*The  effect  of  these  and  similar 
statutes  is  not  to  render  such  marriages,  when  duly  solemnized,  void,  although  the 
statute  provisions  have  not  been  complied  with.  They  are  intended  as  directory 
only  upfm  ministers  and  magistrate**,  and  to  prevent  as  far  as  possible,  by  ]>enalties 
on  them,  the  solemnization  of  marriages  when  the  prescribed  conditions  and  for- 
malities have  not  been  fulfilled;  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  provis^ion  declaring  mar- 
riages not  celebrate<l  in  a  prescrilxid  manner  or  between  iiarties  of  certain  agi^a 
absolutely  void,  it  is  held  that  all  marriages  regularly  made  according  to  the  com- 
mon law  are  valid  and  binding,  though  had  in  violation  of  the  8i)ecifii!  regulations 
impose<l  by  statute."  There  are  two  or  three  other  States  in  which  decisions  have 
been  made  like  that  in  7  Massachusetts. 

We  will  not  undertake  to  cite  those  which  hold  a  different  doctrine,  one  in  accord 
with  the  opinion  we  have  cited  from  1  Gray.  Reference  is  made  to  them  in  Bishop, 
Mar.  and  Div.,  set^t.  283  et  se<i. ;  in  Reeve's  Dome.<<tic  Relations,  199,  200;  in  2  Kent, 
Com.,  90,  91 ;  and  in  2  Greenleaf  on  Evidence.  The  rule  deduced  by  all  these  writers 
from  the  decided  i-ases  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  (xreenleaf : 

"Though  inmost,  if  not  all,  the  United  States  there  are  statutes  regulating  the 
celebration  of  marriage  rites  and  inflicting  penalties  on  all  who  disol)ey  the  regula- 
tions, yet  it  is  generally  considered  that  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  statute  declar- 
ing that  all  marriages  not  celebrated  in  the  prescribed  manner  shall  be  void,  or  that 
none  but  certain  magistrates  or  ministers  shall  solemnize  a  marriage,  any  marriage 
regularly  made  acconiing  to  the  common  law,  without  observing  the  statute  regula- 
tions, would  still  be  a  valid  marriage.'* 

As  lx.*fore  remarked,  the  statutes  are  held  merely  directory,  because  marriage  is  a 
thing  of  common  right,  Ijecause  it  is  the  jwlicy  of  the  state  to  encourage  it,  and 
because,  as  has  sometimes  been  said,  any  other  constniction  would  compel  holding 
illegitimate  the  offspring  of  many  parents  conscious  of  no  violation  of  law. 

In  the  case  of  Milford  r.  Worcester  (7  Mass.,  48),  a  decision  wa^s 
rendered  in  1810  upon  the  following  facts: 

The  evidence  of  a  marriage  l)etween  the  said  vStephen  and  Rhoda  was:  A  certificate 
by  the  town  clerk  of  Upton,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  that  in  the  ])ook  kept  for 
that  purpose  there  is  an  entry  July  6,  1784,  of  the  intentions  of  marriage  of  Stephen 
Temple  and  Rhcxia  Essling;  and  by  the  deiK)8ition  of  the  said  Rhoda  and  the  testi- 
mony of  other  witnesses,  it  api)eanMl  that  in  the  year  1784,  and  several  years  before, 
the  said  Stephen  and  the  said  Rhoda  (then  Rhoda  Essling)  were  residents  in  Upton; 

and  some  time  m  that  year  they  came  together  to  a  tavern  in  Upton  when 

Dorr,  es<}.,  then  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Worcester,  hapiHjned  to  lx» 
there,  and  pnxiucing  a  certificate  that  their  intentions  of  marriage  had  been  pub- 
lished, recjuested  him  to  marry  them;  but  he  after  some  inquiry  into  the  cause  of 
the  application  to  him,  refiLsc^d  to  take  an  active  part,  as  the  witnesses  expressed. 
The  said  Stephen  and  the  said  Rlunla  continued  notwithstanding  in  the  room  where 
the  said  Dorr  was,  and  there  in  his  presence  and  before  several  other  witnesses,  the 
said  Stephen  declared  that  he  took  the  said  Rhoda  as  his  lawful  wife,  and  she 
declared  that  she  took  him  as  her  lawful  husband,  and  each  made  to  the  other  the 
vows  and  promises  usual  in  contracrting  marriages.     According  to  some  of  the  teeti- 
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nif >ii y  offere<l  for  the  plaintiffs,  this  proceeding  was  directed  and  encouraged  by  the 
«ii<l  Dorr;  but  this  part  of  the  testimony  was  contradicted  by  the  deposition  of 
Dorr,  and  the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  upon  the  whole  evidence  whether 
the  proceedings  had  the  sanction  in  any  degree  of  the  said  Dorr  acting  as  a  magistrate. 

Tho  jury  found  that  the  proceedings  did  not  have  the  sanction  of 
the  magistrate. 

Upon  these  facts,  under'  an  existing  statute  which  provided  that  no 
person  but  a  justice  of  the  peace  or  an  ordained  minister  of  the  gospel 
should  join  any  pei'sons  in  mamage,  the  court  held  the  marriage  to-be 
unlawful. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  J.  Parton  v.  Susan  Hervy  (67  Mass.,  119), 
decided  in  1854,  the  court  announced  this  principle: 

The  age  of  consent  in  this  Commonwealth,  as  by  the  common  law,  is  12  in  females 
and  14  in  males,  and  a  marriage  between  two  infants  above  these  ages  is  valid  with- 
out the  consent  of  their  parent^}  or  guardians,  notwithstanding  the  Revised  Statutes, 
chapter  75,  sections  15,  19,  which  prohibit  magistrates  or  ministers,  under  a  penalty, 
from  solemnizing  the  marriage  of  a  female  under  the  age  of  18  or  a  male  under  the 
age  of  21,  without  the  consent  of  the  parent  or  guardian. 

This  case  arose  under  habeas  corpus  proceedings  instituted  against 
the  mother  of  the  girl,  who  took  forcible  possession  of  her  subsequent 
to  the  marriage. 

In  the  opinion  the  court  say: 

But  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  declaring  marriages  not  celebrated  in  a  pre- 
scribed manner,  or  between  parties  of  certain  ages,  absolutely  void,  it  is  held  that  all 
marriages  regularly  made  according  to  the  common  law  are  valid  and  binding, 
although  had  in  violation  of  the  specific  regulations  imposed  by  statute. 

This  appears  to  be  a  direct  and  positive  declaration  to  the  effect  that 
common-law  marriages  are  recognized  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts, 
and  Ls  in  effect  a  substantial  overruling  of  the  opinion  rendered  in  1810. 
This  appears  to  be  the  view  taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  case  above  mentioned. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  claimant  became  the  lawful  wife  of  the 
second  husband  from  the  date  of  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  in 
view  of  which  there  was  no  intervening  pensionable  period  of  widow- 
hood during  which  she  was  pensionable. 

In  the  light  of  what  has  been  said,  the  contention  of  the  claimant  to 
the  effect  that  the  legislature  of  Massachusetts  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
legalize  a  void  marriage  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties,  by  retro- 
active legislation,  loses  its  force.  The  action  of  rejection  is  affirmed, 
not  upon  the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the 
soldier,  but  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  intervening  pensionable 
period  of  widowhood  between  the  death  of  the  first  husband  and  her 
marriage  to  Stewart. 
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PRACTICE-ACT  OF  MARCH  6,  180e-INCREA8E~RESTORATION. 

Andrew  J.  Brown. 

The  practice  of  refusing  to  consider  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  or  one 
which  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  when  such  are  included  in  a  claim  for 
increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  unsound  practice.  Paragraph  3,  page 
102,  and  paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  "A  treatise  on  the  practice  of  the  Pension 
Bureau,"  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9, 1898,  are  accord- 
ingly amended. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  X.  Campbell  to  the  CommUsioner  of  Pen8io7\j<. 

October  31,  1900. 

Andrew  J.  Brown,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  A,  Eighth  Illi- 
nois Volunteer  Cavalry,  and  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27, 18V>U, 
at  $12  per  month  (Certificate  No.  615571),  had  his  rating  i-educed,  on 
November  23, 1893,  by  due  process  of  law,  after  medical  examination, 
to  $6  per  month. 

On  September  17,  1897,  he  filed  a  declaration  for  increase,  increase 

being  granted  on  May  19, 1898,  to  $12  per  month.     The  last-mentioned 

declaration  contained  the  following  statement,  viz: 

He  also  believes  that  the  reduction  of  his  pension  to  |6  per  month  waa  erroneous, 
and  he  therefore  claims  a  rerating  at  the  rate  originally  allowed  him,  viz:  $12  |)er 
month  from  the  date  of  reduction. 

No  attention  was  paid  to  the  request  embodied  in  the  quoted  state- 
ment, and  an  appeal  was  filed  on  August  27,  1898,  from  the  refusal  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  restore  him  to  his  original  rate  from 
the  date  of  reduction. 

Although  the  term  ''rerating"  is  used  in  claimant's  declaration,  the 
declaration  is  not  one  for  '* rerating"  within  the  meaning  of  the  woi-d 
as  it  is  generall}^  used  in  pension  matters.  It  is  a  declaration  for 
increase,  coupled  with  a  request  for  restoration  from  the  date  of  reduc- 
tion, to  the  rate  in  force  when  he  was  reduced.  In  other  words,  it  is  a 
claim  for  increase  and  restoration  to  rate  from  date  of  reduction. 

Paragraph  3,  on  page  102,  of  A  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  published  in  1898,  is  as  follows: 

When  a  declaration  for  increase  is  filed  on  account  of  the  old,  or  newly  allege<l 
causoiii!  of  disability,  and  in  the  same  declaration  the  claimant  states  that  he  wishes  to 
i*ecure  a  restoration  of  the  former  rate  from  date  of  reduction,  or  that  he  claims  i>en- 
sion  from  the  date  of  filing  a  prior  application,  or  a  higher  rate  from  the  date  of  com- 
mencement of  original  pension,  such  claim  will  be  treated  as  a  claim  for  increase,  and 
that  part  of  the  claim  which  relates  to  the  other  matters  stated  herein  will  be  rejecte<l 
as  informal. 

The  paragraph  quoted  rules  out  three  classes  of  claims  from  consid- 
eration if  they  are  embodied  in  a  declaration  for  increase  filed  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  viz: 

First.  A  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  which  rate  has  either 
been  reduced  or  wholly  taken  away. 
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Second.  A  claim  for  a  pension  under  a  former  declaration. 

Third.  A  claim  that  any  rate,  previously  allowed,  was  not  commen- 
surate with  the  disability  shown  to  exist. 

As  to  the  first  class,  it  appears  to  the  Department,  after  careful 
consideration  of  all  matters  that  enter  into  such  a  claim,  that  a  refusal 
to  consider  such  a  claim,  if  it  is  embodied  in  a  declaration  for  increase, 
works  kn  unnecessary  hardship  on  claimants,  and  would  seem  to  serve 
no  good  purpose  from  an  administrative  standpoint.  It  compels  a 
claimant  to  file  many  extra  papers,  and  await  two  adjudications,  when 
the  end  to  be  attained  could  easily  be  gained  by  the  filing  of  one  dec- 
laration and  the  necessary  affidavits,  and  have  both  issues  decided  at 
the  same  time.  The  question  as  to  what  rate  a  soldier  is  entitled  to 
to-day,  and  what  he  was  entitled  to  when  reduced  or  dropped,  involves 
a  consideration  of  the  same  class  of  testimony,  and  all  of  the  facts 
inder  both  issues  are  before  the  Bureau  at  the  same  time.  It  would 
seem,  therefore,  that  both  questions  could  be  more  easily  considered, 
and  conclusions  reached  at  that  time,  with  less  labor  and  under  better 
conditions  than  at  any  other  date. 

As  to  the  second  class,  it  is  first  remarked  that  such  a  claim  is  noth- 
ing more  or  less  than  the  invoking  of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  It 
has  been  held  by  the  Department  that  no  formal  application  need  be 
tiled  under  said  act  in  order  that  a  claimant  ma}'  have  its  benefits. 
Said  act  does  not  alter  the  law  in  a  single  respect  from  what  it  was 
previously.  It  but  reiterates  that  if  the  evidence  shows  a  soldier  to 
be  pensionable  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  declaration,  then  his  pen- 
sion should  commence  from  such  date.  Inasmuch,  then,  as  no  decla- 
ration is  necessary,  it  would  seem  that  a  rule  which  practically  compels 
him  to  file  one  is  incongiiious,  and  would  be  a  violation  of  the  intent 
of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  An  embodiment  in  a  declaration  for 
increase,  of  a  claim  that  a  pensioner  is  entitled  to  a  rating  under  a 
declaration  previously  filed,  and  which  claim  has  been  rejected,  is,  as 
stated,  but  an  invoking  of  the  principles  of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896, 
and  it  would  seem  as  sensible  and  reasonable  to  include  it  in  a  claim 
a>>out  to  be  filed  as  to  make  it  the  contents  of  a  separate  document. 

The  third  class  refers  to  a  claim  that  the  rate  originally  allowed  was 
insufficient. 

While  the  argument  used  in  discussing  the  first  class  of  claims  is 
sipplicable,  to  a  considerable  extent,  to  the  third  class,  yet  when  such 
:i  claim  is  analyzed  it  will  be  seen  that  a  claim  of  the  third  class  is 
practically  one  of  rerating.  This  Department  has  sustained  the  rule 
that  a  rerating  claim  and  one  for  increase,  under  the  general  law, 
should  not  be  embodied  in  the  same  declaration;  and  the  same  reasons 
which  lead  to  such  a  conclusion  would  apply  with  equal  force  to  a 
similar  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  practice, 
then,  of  refusing  to  consider  a  declaration  based  upon  an  allegation 
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that  a  former  rating  was  inadequate,  in  connection  with  a  declaration 
for  increase,  is  sustained. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  it  is  hereby  ordered;  That  pai-agraph  3,  on 
page  102,  of  A  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898,  be,  and  the  same  is 
herebv,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

If  a  declaration  for  increase  tiled  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
contains  an  allegation  that  claimant  has  been  wrongfull}'  reduced  or 
dropped,  or  if  such  declaration  for  increase  contains  an  allegation  that 
claunant's  pension  should  have  commenced  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of 
a  declaration  prior  to  the  one  under  which  he  was  originally  granted 
a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  such  allegations  will  be  con- 
sidered and  adjudicated.  If  such  a  declaration  for  increase  alleges 
that  claimant  is  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  than  that  allowed  under  an\^ 
previous  declaration,  such  allegation,  being  practically  for  rerating, 
will  be  treated  as  invalid.  A  claim  for  increase  and  rerating  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  will  be  treated  solely  as  one  for  increase. 

Paragraph  1,  page  108,  of  said  treatise,  being  in  conflict  with  the 
above  order,  it  is  hereby  ordered  that  the  last  sentence  in  said  para- 
graph 1,  page  103,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereb3%  stricken  out. 

The  refusal  to  consider  the  claim  for  restoi-ation  in  the  within  claim 
is  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  the  claim  will  be  reopened  in  accordance 
with  the  above  order. 

Action  reversed. 

Approved: 

E.  A.  Hitchcock,  Secretary, 


i>isloyalty-sectiox  4t1 6— evidence. 
John  H.  Kimball. 

The  record  shows  claimant  as  'Hransferreci"  to  Colonel  O'Neill  from  Andersonville, 
Ga,,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer.  There  is  no  record  or  evidence  in  the  case  of 
enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army,  or  of  any  act  on  claimant's  part  of 
aiding  or  abetting  the  reWlion. 

Hdd:  The  action  of  dropping  was  unlawful. 

One  has  an  undoubted  right  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life  in  any  way  that  pi-e- 
sents  itself,  as  well  outside  as  inside  the  prison,  if  in  so  doing  he  does  not  aid  or 
al)et  the  enemy.  The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  is 
not  in  conflict  wnth  such  doctrine. 

Assistant  Secretary  JF",  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissumer  of  Peyvdoixs^ 

October  10,  1900. 

John  H.  Kimball,  formerly  a  corporal  in  Company  G,  Fifteenth 
Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  at  the  maximum  rate,  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on 
August  31,  18i)5,  under  section  4716  Revised  Statutes.     An  appeal 
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filed  on  June  28,  1898,  contends  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  law  and 
fact. 

There  being  an  impoi*tant  feature  in  this  case  on  which  this  Depart- 
ment desired  full  information,  the  case  was  returned  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  with  the  following  opinion: 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  soldier  enlisted  on  July  21,  1861, 
and  was  present  on  rolls  up  to  April  30,  1864.  Captured  at  Fredericksburg,  Va., 
May  9,  1864,  confined  at  Richmond,  Va.,  May  9,  1864,  sent  to  Anderson ville,  Ga., 
Junes,  1864,  and  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,  January 
23,  1865."  "Released"  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  April  22,  1865,  mustered  out  at  Boston, 
Mass.,  June  6,  1865. 

The  procedure  taken  in  this  claim  gave  rise  to  correspondence  on  the  part  of  the 
member  of  Congress  from  claimant's  district,  the  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
I>i\'ision  of  the  War  Department,  and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  part  of  said 
correspondence  being  in  evidence  herein.  In  this  correspondence  is  a  copy  of  a 
letter  purporting  to  have  been  written  by  the  said  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
Division,  in  which  claimant's  record  is  recited  as  hereinbefore  set  out,  with  the  fol- 
lowing additional  remarks: 

'*  Xo  record  has  been  found  to  establish  that  this  man  actually  enlisted  in  the  Army 
of  the  Confederate  States,  or  to  show  his  whereabouts  and  status  between  January  23, 
1865,  and  April  22,  1865." 

The  letter  in  which  the  above  occurs,  dated  June  26,  1895,  was  evidently  inclosed 
in  another  letter  written  by  the  aforesaid  member  of  Congress  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions,  to  which  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  replied  under  date  of  July  13, 
1895.  In  this  reply  the  reasons  for  dropping  claimant's  name  from  the  rolls  are  gone 
into,  somewhat  in  detail,  as  follow^s: 

"It  is  not  necessary  to  show  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  to  bar  a 
man's  right  to  pension.  Section  4716,  Revise<l  Statutes,  provides  *that  no  money  on 
account  of  jjension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  etc.,  who,  in  any  manner,  voluntarily 
engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion.'  The  statement  made  by  the  Chief 
of  the  Record  and  Pension  Division  that  *  no  record  has  been  found  to  establish  the 
fact  that  this  man  actually  enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the  Confe<lerate  States,'  is  not 
sufficient  to  give  this  claimant  status.  The  statements  of  Mr.  Kimball  in  his  affidavit 
are  not  borne  out  by  the  facts  as  known  to  this  Bureau.  The  Bureau  is  in  possession 
of  information  that  a  large  number  of  prisoners  at  Andersonville — several  hundred 
in  all — were,  on  January  23,  1865,  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recTuiting 
officer,  having  volunteered  to  go  wnth  him  and  build  stockades  and  do  guard  duty, 
and  it  appears  that  this  pensioner  was  among  them.  They  did  this  no  doubt  to  escape 
the  rigors  of  prison  life,  but  the  Assistant  Secretary,  in  decision  No.  118,  has  held 
that  they  are  not  now^ entitled  to  pension." 

In  order  that  the  foregoing  may  be  better  understood,  claimant's  statements  are 
herewith  set  forth:  He  asserts  in  his  affidavits  that  while  confined  at  Andersonville, 
about  the  time  of  Sherman's  raid,  a  call  was  made  at  the  prison  at  Andersonville  for 
men  to  build  additional  barracks  for  the  accommodation  of  the  prisoners,  just  outside 
the  stockade.  The  soldier  and  a  few  others  agreed  to  go  out,  concluding  among 
themselves  that  the  chance  of  escape  was  greater  outeide  than  inside  the  stockade. 
Instead  of  being  put  to  work  just  outside  the  stockade  they  were  taken  to  Macron,  Ga., 
and  allowed  to  rest  a  few  days.  While  thus  resting,  claimant,  in  company  with  six 
others,  escaped  and  made  their  way  to  Savannah,  Ga.,  where  they  gave  themselves 
up  to  the  Union  pickets;  that  he  never  enlisted  in  the  Confedewte  States  Army, 
and  never  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States.  He  states  he  can  not 
verify  his  statement,  as  to  details,  for  he  has  no  means  of  knowing  the  whereabouts 
of  hifl  comrades. 
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A  very 'peculiar  phase  of  this  case  is  brought  about  by  the  statement  of  the  Com- 
miasioner  of  Pensions  that  the  Bureau  is  in  possession  of  information  to  the  effect 
that '' several  hundred"  of  Anderson ville  prisoners  'Volunteered"  to  build  stock- 
ades and  do  guard  duty,  and  were  transferred  to  Ciolonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruitiiig 
officer,  for  that  purpose,  and  that  this  information  negatives  claimant's  version,  fur- 
ther stating  'Hhey  did  this,  no  doubt,  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life,  but  the 
Assistant  Secretary  has  held,  in  Decision  No.  118,  that  they  are  not  now  entitled  to 
pension." 

These  statements  are  open  to  several  very  serious  objections.  First.  If  the  Bureau 
of  Pensions  has  the  information  stated,  it  is  not  in  this  case,  and  most  assuredly  pen- 
sioner can  not  be  deprived  of  his  pension  by  reason  of  "information"  not  in  evi- 
dence. Claimant  is  entitled  to  know  what  this  evidence  consists  of,  where  it  was 
obtained,  and  with  whom  it  originated.  A  pensioner  must  be  given  the  statutory 
opportunity  and  time,  under  the  law,  to  refute  any  charges  by  which  it  is  proposed 
to  drop  his  name  from  the  rolls.  It  is  not  enough  for  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
to  say  that  he  possesses  '* information."  The  pensioner  has  undoubtedly  the  right 
to  know  all  about  such  information  and  to  refute  it  if  he  can.  This  principle  is  ele- 
mentary, too  much  so  to  admit  of  discussion,  and  any  other  procedure  is  in  the 
nature  of  star-chamber  practice,  which  method  has  never  been  tolerated  in  the 
United  States. 

Now,  in  order  (inasmuch  as  an  important  issue  is  involved)  that  the  case  may  be 
legally  and  effectually  disposed  of  under  the  present  appeal,  the  papers  are  herewith 
returned  to  you  with  a  request  that  you  furnish  this  Department  with  the  following 
information,  viz:  What  is  the  precise  information  in  the  possession  of  the  Pension 
Bureau  regarding  "several  hundred"  of  Anderson  ville  prisoners  who  were  trans- 
ferred to  Colonel  O'Neill  on  January  23,  1865;  what  does  the  information  consiet 
of;  when  did  it  originate;  and  when  and  where  was  it  obtained?  In  short,  what 
evidence  is  there  in  the  possession  of  the  Pension  Bureau  that  this  appellant  ever 
aided  or  abetted  the  war  of  the  rebellion? 

Upon  a  return  of  the  papers,  together  with  the  information  requested  here,  this 
case  will  receive  further  consideration. 

The  repl}'^  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  the  above  has  been 
received  by  this  Department  under  date  of  July  31,  1900,  and  is  as 
follows: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  the  30th  ultimo,  requesting  a  further  report  in  this 
claim,  setting  forth  the  information  upon  which  the  Bureau  based  its  action  drop- 
ping the  pensioner's  name  from  the  roll,  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  the  following: 

The  action  of  dropping  in  thin  claim,  which  w^as  taken  August  31, 1895,  upon  notice 
dated  June  19,  1895,  appears  to  have  been  based  on  the  record  of  the  War  Depart^ 
ment,  which  is  referred  to  in  the  notice  to  pensioner,  as  follows: 

"You  are  informed  that  it  is  shown  by  a  report  from  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  filed  in  this  office,  that  you  exchanged  your  condition  as  prisoner  of 
war  for  service  in  the  Confederate  States  Army." 

The  record  alluded  to  in  the  above  notice  fhows  that  this  soldier,  while  a  prisoner 
of  war  at  Anderson  ville,  Ga.,  w^as  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting 
officer,  January  23, 1865,"  was  "released  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  April  22, 1865,"  and  sub- 
sequently mustered  out  on  individual  muster-out  roll  at  Boston,  Mass.,  June  6, 1865. 

In  a  letter  to  Hon.  J.  II.  Walker,  member  of  Congress  from  Massachusetts,  dated 
July  13,  1895,  it  is  stated  that— 

"The  Bureau  is  in  possession  of  information  that  a  large  number  of  prisoners  at 
Andersonville — several  hundred  in  all — were,  on  January  23,  1865,  transferred  to 
Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer,  having  volunteered  to  go  with  him  and 


DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  127 

bnild  stockades  and  do  guard  duty,  and  it  appears  that  this  pensioner  was  among 
them." 

This  statement  is  presumed  to  refer  to  record  evidence  and  other  data  contained  in 
various  claims  in  this  Bureau,  which  it  would  be  difficult  at  this  time  to  identify. 

Many  pensioners  who  had  been  placed  on  the  pension  roll  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  at  a  time  when  it  was  held  that  disloyalty  was  no  bar  to  pension  under  that 
ac't,  were  subsequently  dropped  from  the  roll  after  the  Department  had  reversed  its 
ruling  on  that  point.  Quite  a  considerable  number  were  dropped,  like  this  claimant, 
on  a  record  showing  that  they  had  rendered  service  under  Colonel  O'Neill,  but,  as 
above  stated,  it  would  be  difficult  now  to  go  through  the  file  of  the  Bureau  and 
identify  these  claims. 

But  while  this  information — that  several  hundred  prisoners  had  enlisted  to  serve 
under  Colonel  0*Neil — was  stated  in  a  letter  to  Congressman  Walker,  in  reply  to  his 
communication,  it  was  not  embodied  in  the  notice  to  pensioner,  nor  is  it  understood 
that  this  information  was  a  ground  of  the  action  taken  by  the  Bureau  in  this  case. 
The  Bureau's  action  in  this  case  appears  to  have  been  based  upon  the  record  of  the 
War  Department  showing  specifically  this  soldier's  service  under  Colonel  O'Neill. 

That  Colonel  O'Neill  recruited  an  organization  from  among  the  prisoners  at  Ander- 
son viile  it  is  presumed  is  not  questioned,  especially  in  view  of  claimant's  admissions. 
Claimant  admits  that  he  with  seven  other  prisoners,  in  response  to  a  call  for  *' vol- 
unteers," went  with  Colonel  O'Neill,  ostensibly  to  build  barracks  for  the  officers,  but 
really  to  try  to  make  his  escape ;  that  they  went  with  him  as  far  as  Macon,  Gra., 
where  claimant  made  his  escape.  Claimant's  statement  that  he  made  his  *'  escape" 
at  Macon  is  not  corroborated  by  the  record.  On  the  contrary,  the  record  shows  that 
he  was  "released,  April  22, 1865,  at  Savannah,  Ga.,"  three  months  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  his  ''transfer"  to  Colonel  O'Neill.  On  its  face  this  record  shows  that  claim- 
ant's service  under  Colonel  O'Neill  covered  a  period  of  three  months  from  the  date 
of  his  "transfer"  at  Anderson ville  till  his  "release"  at  Savannah,  Ga.  Claimant 
can  not  give  the  names  of  any  of  the  seven  men  who  went  with  him.  Men  who,  he 
says,  felt  that  they  "could  trust  each  other,"  and  we  therefore  have  only  his  word 
as  to  the  character  or  incidents  of  his  service  with  Colonel  O'Neill  or  his  motive  for 
joining  his  command.  His  statements  are  uncorroborated,  and  he  virtually  admits 
that  thev  can  not  be  corroborated. 

It  may  be  stated  that  the  "information  "  referred  to  in  the  Bureau  letter  of  July 
13,  1895,  to  Congressman  Walker,  that  several  hundred  prisoners  had  enlisted  at 
Andersonville  under  Colonel  O'Neill,  has  no  specific  reference  to  this  soldier,  The 
Bureau  has  no  information  having  a  direct  bearing  on  the  question  of  his  Confeder- 
ate service  other  than  that  contained  in  the  record  in  this  claim,  showing  his  transfer, 
while  a  prisoner,  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  "rebel  recruiting  officer,"  his  subsequent 
"release,"  and  his  admissions  in  connection  therewith  above  referred  to. 

It  may  be  suggested  that  evidence  tending  to  show  that  claimant's  enlistment  was 
merely  a  ruse  to  escap>e  imprisonment,  raises  a  question  of  fact,  or  motive,  to  be  con- 
sidered and  decided  as  such.  But,  that  Colonel  O'Neill's  organization,  was  a  rel)el 
organization,  and  that  voluntary  service  therein  was  an  act  of  disloyalty  is  assumed  to 
be  admitted.  It  is  believed  to  be  equally  clear  that,  in  the  absence  of  rebutting  evi- 
dence, the  record  in  this  case  fully  warranteii  the  a<rtion  of  dropping  pensioner's 
name  from  the  roll."  . 

It  is  seen  by  the  foregoing  that  the  Pension  Bureau  has  not  in  its 
possession — at  least  admits  that  it  can  not  produce  it — a  list  of  the 
names  of  several  hundred  Andersonville  prisoners  who  were  trans- 
ferred to  Colonel  O'Neill,  having  volunteered  to  go  with  him  and  help 
build  stockades  and  do  guard  duty,  which  list  included  this  claimant's 
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name.  The  Bureau  also  claims  that  such  information  plays  no  part  in 
the  rejection  of  the  claim,  although  its  letter  to  Congressman  Walker 
would  seem  to  convey  the  contrary  impression. 

Under  the  statements  made  in  the  letter  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  of  July  31,  1900,  to  this  Department,  it  is  clear  that,  as  the 
case  now  stands,  the  claim  stands  rejected  upon  the  evidence  contained 
in  the  record  of  this  claim  showing  his  transfer,  while  a  prisoner,  to 
Colonel  O'Neill,  ''  rebel  recruiting  officer,"  his  subsequent  '*  release,'' 
imd  his  admissions  in  connection  therewith.  To  said  evidence,  then, 
the  further  discussion  of  the  claim  will  be  directed. 

The  record  shows  claimant  "'transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel 
recruiting  officer,  January  23,  1865;"  and  the  War  Department  fur- 
ther states,  ''No  record  has  been  found  to  establish  that  this  man 
actually  enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the  Confederate  States." 

Now,  it  is  within  the  knowledge  of  this  Department  that  no  official 
records  kept  at  Andersonville  prison  ever  fell  into  the  hands  of  the 
Federal  authorities  save  a  very  few  hospital  records.  The  prisoner- 
of-war  records  do  frequently  show  the  enlistment  into  the  Confederate 
States  Army  of  many  Union  prisoners  who  were  or  had  been  confined 
at  Andersonville,  and  those  individuals  generall3'  came  into  the  Con- 
federate States  Army  through  the  instrumentality  of  Colonel  O'Neill. 
The  records  of  these  men,  however,  were  never  obtained  from  the 
records  of  Andersonville  prison.  They  were  obtained  in  different  sec- 
tions of  the  Confederacy,  from  records  showing  the  component  part^ 
of  the  several  commands,  the  same  as  many  company  and  regimental 
records  of  the  Union  volunteers,  outside  of  and  independent  of  the 
Federal  records,  show  when,  where,  how,  and  by  whom  the  members 
of  the  regiments  and  companies  were  enlisted. 

It  has  been  almost  universally  held  that,  when  such  Confederate 
records  show  a  prisoner  enlisted  by  Colonel  O'Neill,  the  presumption 
inmiediatelv  attaches  that  such  enlistment  was  voluntarv,  and  a  volun- 
tary  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army,  per  se,  is  prima  facie, 
an  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  rebellion.  This  is  the  position  taken 
in  said  decision  No.  118,  which  is  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Mile 
Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  cited  in  the  letter  quoted  from  herein. 

In  the  Ousterhout  case  supra,  and  which  is  evidently  the  basis  of 
your  action  in  the  within  claim,  it  is  shown  that  Ousterhout  while  a 
prisoner  at  Andersonville,  actually  enlisted  in  the  Tenth  Tennessee, 
Confederate  States  Infantry,  and  was  captured  in  arms  })}'  the  Federal 
Army  at  Egypt  Station,  Miss.,  December  28,  18G4.  In  the  discussion 
of  Ousterhout's  status,  reference  was  made  to  the  case  of  Russell 
S.  Cole  (4  P.  D.,  141),  in  which  case  Cole  admitted  that  he  took  the 
oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  Government,  and  did  not  join  his 
command  until  June  5,  1865,  at  which  date  the  rebellion  had  virtually 
collapsed.  Cole  also  admitted  that  he  did  so  '•  solely  to  save  his  life 
and  get  out  of  the  stockade  and  into  the  Union  lines." 
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It  is  desired,  in  order  that  no  misapprehension  may  arise  in  the 
future,  to  call  especial  attention  to  just  what  the  Ousterhout  case 
decides,  and  such  is  found  in  the  summing  up  of  the  conclusions  at  the 
end  of  the  opinion  in  the  case.  It  decides,  first,  that  an  enlistment  in 
the  Confederate  Army  will  be  presumed  to  be  voluntary,  and  that  such 
an  act  is  an  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion;  second,  that  the  pre- 
sumption by  reason  of  such  enlistment  can  be  overcome  only  by  the 
most  positive,  direct,  and  satisfactory  evidence,  and  that  the  fact  that 
one  was  confined  in  a  Confederate  prison  is  not  such  evidence. 

In  the  present  cjase  there  is  no  record  of  enlistment  in  the  Confed- 
erate States  Army,  and  claimant  swears  that  he  never  did  so  enlist,  and 
never  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States.  It  is  not 
proposed  to  deviate  an  iota  from  the  principles  and  doctrines  laid  down 
in  the  Ousterhout  case,  but  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the  purview 
of  the  Ousterhout  case,  for  the  pivotal  point  on  which  the  Ousterhout 
case  turns,  is  wholly  missing  in  the  present  one.  The  Ousterhout  case 
can  not,  then,  be  made  a  basis  for  the  rejection  of  the  within  claim. 

Another  question  in  the  case  to  be  discussed  is.  Is  the  fact  that  this 
appellant  was  ''transferred"  to  Colonel  O'Neill  suflicient  to  raise  any 
presumption  of  disloyalty  ? 

The  fact  that  a  prisoner  was  turned  over  from  one  Confederate  oflS- 
cer  to  another  Confedei^ate  oflicer — ^and  that  is  all  the  record  shows — 
carries  no  such  presumption  with  it.  The  cause  for  such  transfer  is 
apjjarent  only  by  claimant's  testimony,  and  he  states  it  to  be  that  he 
agreed  to  such  transfer  for  a  specific  object,  viz,  to  build  larger  and 
Ixitter  accommodations  for  his  fellow  prisoners  just  outside  the  stock- 
ade. This  he  was  not  allowed  to  do,  but  was  taken  a  long  distance 
away,  and  in  time  made  his  appearance  in  the  Union  lines,  at  Savan- 
nah, Ga. 

Because  a  prisoner  of  war  was  ' '  transferred "  from  the  officers  of 
one  branch  of  the  Confederate  service  to  an  officer  of  another,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  last-mentioned  officer  was  a  recruiting 
officer,  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  show  that  the  said  prisoner  enlisted. 
Few  prisoners  actually  enlisted  without  the  record  of  such  enlistment 
eventually  making  its  appearance  somewhere  in  the  Confederate 
archives,  and  the  absence  of  such  a  record  of  enlistment  of  claimant  is 
a  point  decidedly  corroborative  of  his  assertion  that  he  never  did 
enlist.  The  record  ''transferred"  is  not  enough,  per  se,  to  prove  the 
fact  of  enlistment. 

The  record  shows  claimant  as  "released''  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  three 
months  after  he  was  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  and  tin*  same 
question  arises  as  did  under  the  record  of  "ti*ansf erred."  If  ho  was 
a  prisoner  of  war  in  the  hands  of  the  Confedei'acy,  a  release  would 
naturally  mean  that  the  Confederates  turned  him  over  to  th(»  Federal 
officers  as  a  prisoner.     It  certainly  could  not  imply  that  he  wiis  an 
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enlisted  man  in  the  Confederacy.  That  many  Union  prisoners  made 
their  escape,  as  well  as  were  released,  during  Shennan's  march  to  the 
sea,  and  joined  the  Federal  army  during  said  march,  as  well  as  at 
Savannah,  is  too  well  authenticated  b}"  histor^^  to  be  disputed.  That 
the  Confederate  record  shows  him  "released"  at  a  time  when  the 
Confederacy  was  in  the  last  stages  of  dissolution,  and  when  little  care 
might  naturally  have  been  taken  in  a  choice  of  words  to  express  a 
technical  meaning,  does  not  seem,  to  this  Department,  to  warrant  a 
conclusion,  unless  strongly  supported  by  other  evidence,  that  the 
released  man  was  an  enlisted  man  in  the  Confederacy. 

it  must  certainly  be  apparent  b}^  what  has  been  recited  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  record  which  warrants  a  conclusion  that  this  soldier 
ever  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  Army  or  ever  took  the  oath  of  alle- 
giance to  the  Confederate  States. 

It  is  not  disputed  for  an  instant  but  that  one,  even  though  he  be  a 
prisoner  in  Andersonville,  could  aid  and  abet  the  war  of  the  rebel- 
lion in  other  waj's  than  by  enlisting  in  the  Confederate  States  Armv. 
Whatever  this  appellant  may  actually  have  done  in  this  direction  wc 
have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with,  only  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  the 
case  discloses. 

It  may  be  assumed  as  proved  that  the  record  does  not  show  any 
enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Array  or  any  aiding  or  abetting  of  the 
war  of  the  rebellion.  The  only  evidence  on  this  question  is  found  in 
his  own  testimony,  wherein  he  states  that  he  volunteered  to  help  build 
stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  the  prisoners  in  Anderson- 
ville, but  that  when  he  was  released  from  the  prison  he  was  not 
allowed  to  do  so.  He  was  taken  to  Macon,  but  does  not  state  how 
long  he  was  on  the  way  to  that  place  from  Andersonville.  He  asserts 
that  he  was  allowed  to  rest  at  Macon  a  few  days  and  then  made  his 
escape.  There  is  nothing  partaking  of  the  marvelous  or  improbable 
in  his  narration,  and  this  sequence  of  events  described  by  him  is  the 
same  as  in  hundreds  of  cases  known  to  actually  have  happened. 
There  is  certainly  nothing  in  his  story  which  warrants  an  assumption 
that  it  is  false.  It  was  but  eighty-nine  daj's  from  the  time  he  was 
transferred  until  he  made  his  appearance  at  Savannah — not  a  remark- 
ably long  space  of  time  to  have  been  used  in  being  taken  from  Ander- 
sonville to  Macon  and  in  making  his  way  from  thence  to  Savannah. 

The  issue  in  this  case  narrows  itself  down  to  the  question,  Was  the 
act  of  volunteering  to  build  larger  quarters  for  his  fellow-prisoners  at 
Andersonville  aiding  or  abetting  the  rel)ellion? 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Statutes  which  prevents  a  prisoner  of  war 
who  offered  to  alleviate  either  his  own  or  his  comrade's  condition  from 
drawing  a  pension,  provided  he  did  not  aid  or  abet  the  rebellion  by  so 
doing;  and  the  theory  that  the  offer  to  help  in  building  better  and 
more  conmiodious  quarters  for  fellow-prisoners  in  such  an  act  does  not 
seem  to  be  warranted. 
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The  willingness  to  assist  in  building  larger  quarters  for  the  Union 
prisoners,  even  if  carried  into  execution,  would  not  be  aiding  or  abet- 
ting the  rebellion.  From  almost  any  standpoint  at  which  such  a  pro- 
C'eeding  can  be  viewed,  it  would  appear  to  be  the  opposite. 

The  phrase,  "to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life,"  is  altogether  too 
general  a  one  on  which  to  deprive  one  of  a  pension.  One  has  an 
undoubted  right,  under  the  law,  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life  out- 
side the  prison,  if  he  can  get  out,  just  as  much  as  he  has  to  escape  them 
inside  the  walls,  provided  he  does  not  aid  and  abet  the  enemy  by  so 
doing. 

Suppose  the  soldier  had  actually  engaged,  inside  the  prison  walls, 
and  under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  a  Confederate  officer,  in 
making  himself  and  fellow-prisoners  more  commodious  quarters,  or  in 
alleviating  their  condition  in  a  variety  of  ways;  would  he  be  aiding  or 
abetting  the  rebellion  thereby?  Is  the  offer  to  do  so,  outside  the 
prison  walls,  any^  more  reprehensible? 

There  is  not  a  scintilla  of  proof  in  the  within  case  to  show  that  the 
appellant  ever  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion  in  any  manner,  or  ever 
offered  to,  or  intimated  that  he  was  willing  to  do  so.  If  he  actually 
did,  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  to  be  found  in  the  papers. 

Upon  a  veiy  careful  reading  of  the  letter  to  the  Department  dated 
July  31,  1900,  and  embodied  herein,  two  things  are  apparent,  first, 
You  evidently  considered  the  record  and  claimant's  admissions  to  be 
sufBcient  proof  of  an  actual  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army. 
Second,  You  state  that  claimant  "exchanged"  his  "condition  as  pris- 
oner of  war  for  service  in  the  Confederate  States  Army." 

As  to  the  first,  it  is  shown  in  this  opinion  that  the  record  and  testi- 
mony not  only  are  not  direct  proof  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confeder- 
ate States  Army,  but  that  the  record,  taken  with  the  evidence,  is  not 
suflicient  to  raise  such  a  presumption. 

As  to  the  second,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  there  is  no  evidence,  of 
any  nature,  that  he  ever  served,  or  rendered  service,  in  the  Confed- 
erate States  Army. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


MABRIAOE  AND  DIVORCE-EVrDENCE— PRESUMPTIONS-PROOF. 

Louisa  C.  Germain  and  Mary  C.  Orr. 

1.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  decisions  in  the  Germain  and  Orr  cases. 

2.  In  the  Germain  case  it  was  held  that  the  presumption  was,  in  the  absence  of 

proof  to  the  contrary,  that  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the 
time  of  his  second  marriage  to  the  claimant;  but  such  presumption  is  rebuttable. 

3.  In  the  Orr  ca«e  the  presumption  of  divorce  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence  of  the 

flret  wife  and  the  records  of  the  court  showing  that  no  divorce  had  been  pro- 
cured ae  claimed. 


132  DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  CoTnmissioner  of  Pensions, 

October  30, 1900. 

1  am  in  receipt  of  your.favor  of  the  5th  instant,  in  which  you  invite 
my  attention  to  inclosed  copies  of  departmental  decisions  in  the  pen- 
sion claim  of  Mary  C.  Orr  (10  P.  D.,  348)  and  Louisa  C.  Germain  (11 
P.  D.,  66).     Concerning  the  same  you  say: 

In  both  of  these  cases  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  rendered  decisions 
involving  the  question  of  presumption  of  divorce  in  cases  of  second  marriage,  and 
these  decisions  are  in  apparent  conflict  as  to  the  weight  which  should  be  given  to 
evidence  of  a  certain  character,  and  also  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  they  are 
based. 

After  reciting  the  material  facts  disclosed  by  the  records  of  the 
cases,  respectively,  and  the  actions  taken  upon  the  same  by  the  Bureau 
of  Pensions  and  by  the  Department,  you  sa\^  further: 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  cases  involving  the  same  tjuestions  as  are  involved  in  these 
cases  are  constantly  arising,  and  said  decisions  are  directly  in  conflict  with  each  other 
as  to  the  presumptions  which  arise  in  such  cases  and  the  grounds  upon  which  they 
rest,  I  have  the  honor  to  request  that  they  be  harmonized  for  the  guidance  of  this 
Bureau  in  the  future  in  acting  ujTon  cases  involving  the  same  questions. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  the  decisions  referred  to  are  not  conflict- 
ing in  any  material  respect,  and,  therefore,  do  not  need  "to  be  har- 
monized," as  suggested,  but  that  both  opinions  are  supported  by 
well-recognized  principles  of  jurisprudence. 

On  January  20,  1900,  the  Department  rendered  a  decision  in  the 
case  of  Louisa  C.  Gemiain,  in  which  the  action  of  rejection  was 
affirmed. 

In  this  opinion  the  evidence  relating  to  the  divorce  of  the  husband 
from  his  first  wife  was  not  set  out,  but  it  wa^  therein  stated  as  a  fact, 
which  had  been  positively  shown  by  the  evidence  adduced  on  sjiecial 
examination,  that  there  was  no  such  divorce.  Subsequent  to  this  the 
claimant  filed  additional  evidence  as  a  basis  for  reopening  her  said 
claim,  which  evidence  was,  upon  consideration  by  the  Bureau,  held  to 
be  insufficient  to  warmnt  a  diflerent  disposition  of  the  claim,  where- 
upon she  appealed  from  this  action.  Upon  this  appeal  a  decision  was 
rendered  on  September  14,  1900,  reversing  the  action  complained  of, 
based  upon  the  proposition  that  the  presumption  of  the  validity  of 
claimant's  marriage  to  the  sailor  was  not  overcome  by  the  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  sailor  had  not  been  divorced  from  his  first 
wife. 

The  latter  decision  in  the  Germain  case,  being  based  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  rejection  of  an  application  for  reopening,  and  not  upon  a 
motion  for  reconsideration,  substantially  overruled  the  former  upon  a 
question  of  evidence. 

You  request  me  to  institute  a  comparison  between  the  case  of  Mary 
C.  Orr  and  that  of  Louisa  C.  Germain,  rendered  on  September  14, 
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1900,  as  they  involve  "the  question  of  presumption  of  divorce  in 
cases  of  second  marriage."  You  submit  the  contention  that,  in  the 
respect  above  mentioned,  the  two  cases  "are  directly  in  conflict  with 
each  otlier,"  and  request  that  they  be  harmonized  for  the  guidance  of 
the  Bureau  of  Pensions. 

In  the  Germain  case  it  is  held  that — 

It  may  be  assumed  as  a  principle  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  and  legality  obtains  as  to  all  proven  marriages,  and  that,  in 
caees  where  one  party  has  been  shown  to  have  married  twice,  the  presumption  of  the 
validity  of  both  marriages  obtains  until  the  contrary  is  shown  by  competent  proof. 
Where  a  second  marriage  is  shown,  the  legal  presumtion  at  once  arises  that  the  first 
marriage  had  been  dissolved  either  by  death  or  divorce  at  the  time  the  second  was 
contracted. 

The  last  proposition  is  a  corollary  incident  to  the  first,  otherwise 
there  could  be  no  presumption  except  in  favor  of  first  marriages.  It 
\s  equally  tine  that  such  presumptions  are  disputable  and  may  be 
overcome  by  evidence. 

The  soldier  Orr  was  twice  married  and  so  was  the  sailor  Germain, 
and  when  these  facts  were  proven,  the  presumption  at  once  arose  that 
both  of  the  marriages  were  valid  and  lawful.  In  this  respect  the 
cases  are  parallel.  Samantha  Orr  lost  her  case  because  the  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  her  marriage  was  overcome  by  direct  and  positive 
evidence  that  the  soldier  had  not  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife. 
Louisa  C.  Germain  succeeded  in  her  claim  because  there  was  no  com- 
petent evidence  to  overcome  the  presumption  in  favor  of  her  mar- 
riage. In  that  respect  the  two  cases  are  entirel}^  different.  In  so  far 
as  the  question  of  presumption  is  concerned  there  is  no  want  of  har- 
mony. In  the  Orr  case  the  presumption  yielded  to  evidence.  In  the 
Germain  case  the  evidence  in  conflict  with  the  presumption  amounted 
to  nothing. 

Samantha  Orr,  alleged  to  be  the  second  wife  of  the  soldier,  filed  a 
claim  for  pension  on  April  13,  1897,  alleging  that  the  soldier  had 
l)een  divorced  from  his  first  wife  in  Schuyler  County,  N.  Y.,  about 
November,  1860,  prior  to  his  marriage  to  claimant.  The  first  wife, 
Mary  C,  filed  an  application  for  pension  on  May  14,  1897.  It  was 
shown  that  the  soldier  had  been  married  to  each  of  the  claimants. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  second  wife  based  her  title  to  pension, 
not  upon  a  presumption,  but  upon  the  alleged  fact  of  divorce.  The 
evidence  adduced  not  only  failed  to  establish  the  alleged  fact  of 
divorce,  but  went  beyond  that,  and  established  the  fact,  beyond  ques- 
tion, that  the  soldier  had  not  obtained  a  divorce  as  alleged.  It  will  be 
remembered  that  the  soldier  and  both  of  the  wives  lived  in  the  State 
of  New  York.  The  courts  which  had  jurisdiction  in  divorce  pro- 
ceedings were  well  known.  That  was  known  to  the  claimant,  Samantha, 
as  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  she  fixed  the  county  in  the  State  of  New 
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York  in  which,  it  was  claimed,  that  the  divorce  had  been  obtained. 
The  custodian  of  the  records  of  the  courts  which  had  jurisdiction 
appeared  as  a  witness  and  denied  the  existence  of  any  record  of  divorce 
proceedings.  The  first  wife  also  appeared  as  a  witness,  and  testified 
that  the  soldier  had  never,  at  any  time,  obtained  a  divorce  from  her. 
It  is  certainly  diflScult  to  conceive  how  any  better  evidence  could  have 
been  obtained  to  establish  the  fact  that  no  divorce  had  been  granted. 
The  claim  of  the  second  wife,  therefore,  did  not  turn  upon  the  que.s- 
tion  of  presumption,  but  upon  a  question  of  direct  and  positive  evi- 
dence. Disputable  presumptions  3'^ield  to  evidence,  and  the  second 
wife,  Samantha,  lost  her  case  on  the  evidence  adduced.  Disputable 
presumptions  are  secondary  to  proof  and  vanish  before  established 
facts.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  second  wife  in  her  application  did 
not  rely  on  a  presumption,  but  rested  her  title  upon  an  alleged  fact  to 
be  proven  by  competent  evidence.  Her  declaration  lifted  her  claim 
be\' ond  the  domain  of  presumptions. 

Your  communication  contains  the  following  statement: 

This  Bureau  rejected  the  application  of  Mary  C.  Orr — the  first  wife — baaed  upon  an 
opinion  of  the  chief  of  the  Law  Division  that  the  facta  considered,  in  the  light  that 
all  presumptions  of  law  are  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  ceremonial  marria^, 
*  *  *  a  divorce  can  be  pra«»umed  tt)  have  been  granted  the  soldier  from  the  claim- 
ant, Mary  C,  and  that  Samantha  Orr  can  be  considered  the  soldier's  legal  widow. 

There  could  be  no  objection  to  that  proposition,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  overcome  such  presumption,  but  the  evidence,  herein- 
before mentioned  and  fully  recited  in  the  decision  of  the  Department, 
completely  destroyed  that  presumption.  The  evidence  offered  by 
Samantha  in  support  of  her  declai'ation  that  a  divorce  had  been 
obtained  was  not  onlv  insuflScient,  but  would  have  been  inadmissible 
in  any  judicial  proceeding.  That  evidence  amounted  to  nothing  more 
nor  less  than  an  attempt  to  establish  a  judicial  record  by  hearsay"  evi- 
dence ;  to  establish  the  existence  of  a  solemn  decree  of  divorce  bv  the 
evidence  of  a  constable  who  had  read  the  decree,  not  as  it  appeared 
upon  record,  but  in  the  hands  of  a  lawyer. 

The  courts  of  Schuyler  County,  N.  Y.,  which  have  jurisdiction 
in  divorce  matters,  are  presumed  to  make  a  record  of  such  proceed- 
ings which  import  verity,  and  that  such  records  remain  in  the  keep- 
ing of  the  proper  custodian  for  the  protection  of  all  parties  at  inter- 
est. It  would  be  a  very  strange  and  anomalous  thing,  therefore,  to 
accept  the  memory  of  a  constable  as  the  depository  of  a  solemn  judi- 
cial proceeding.  The  ruling,  therefore,  that  *' Samantha  Orr  can  be 
considered  the  soldier's  legal  widow"  was  clearly  erroneous,  for  the 
reason  that  it  wa«  tantamount  to  the  proposition  that  a  presumption 
in  favor  of  a  second  marriage  would  overcome  direct  and  positive 
proof  that  no  divorce  had  been  granted.     If  a  presumption  carried 
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that  force,  then  evidence  would  have  no  place  in  a  contest  between 
two  applicants,  each  claiming  to  be  the  widow  of  the  same  soldier. 
It  is  further  said,  in  your  letter  of  the  5th  instant,  that: 

In  both  decisions  it  is  assumed  that  the  two  marriages  of  each  soldier  are  Huffi- 
cieiitly  proven.  In  both  cases  it  is  held  that  the  fact  of  the  divorce  from  the  first 
wife  is  not  established  by  the  evidence. 

I  respectfully  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  second  sentence 
above  quoted  contains  an  erroneous  statement.  In  the  Orr  case  it  is 
held  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  was  not  divorced  from 
the  first  wife.  In  the  Germain  case  it  is  held  that  there  was  no  com- 
petent evidence  of  that  character,  and,  for  that  reason,  the  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  the  second  marriage  prevailed.  In  the  Orr  case  the 
presumption  yielded  to  direct  and  positive  evidence,  but  in  the  Ger- 
main case  there  was  no  evidence  to  destroy  the  presumption.  In  that 
lies  the  plain  and  manifest  distinction  between  the  two  cases. 

The  evidence  in  the  Orr  case,  which  was  relied  upon  as  going  to 
show  that  a  divorce  had  been  granted,  did  not  amount  to  proof  of  the 
averment  and  should  be  eliminated  from  the  case  for  the  purpose 
involved  in  this  comparison;  and  that  in  the  Germain  case,  which  tends 
to  show  that  no  divorce  had  been  granted,  should  be  treated  in  like 
manner,  since  it  is  affected  with  the  same  infirmity. 

In  the  case  of  Mary  C.  Orr  there  was  only  one  material  issue  pre- 
sented by  the  appeal.     It  is  therein  stated  as  follows: 

The  sole  and  only  issue  presented  by  this  appeal  is,  then,  whether  the  soldier  is 
shown  by  the  evidence  to  have  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife,  Mary  C,  prior  to 
his  marriage  to  Samantha,  or  at  any  time. 

That,  indeed,  was  the  sole  and  only  material  question  in  the  case, 
and  it  was  so  stated  in  the  decision. 

There  is  an  obiter  dictum  in  the  Orr  case  to  the  effect  that  no  pre- 
sumption could  arise,  and,  if  so,  it  would  be  no  stronger  in  favor  of 
the  first  than  of  the  second  marriage,  which  might  properly  be  the 
subject  of  criticism,  but  that  question  was  not  involved  as  a  material 
issue  in  the  case  and,  therefore,  lacks  the  force  of  adjudication.  A 
dictum  is  defined  by  Bouvier  to  be  '"  An  opinion  expressed  by  a  court, 
but  which,  not  being  necessarily  involved  in  the  case,  lacks  the  force 
of  an  adjudication."  -If  the  second  wife,  Samantha  Orr,  had  been 
given  the  benefit  of  any  presumption,  it  would  have  availed  her  noth- 
ing, for  the  reason  that  the  direct  and  positive  evidence  in  the  case 
overcame  and  destroyed  any  favorable  presumption  which  might  have 
arisen. 

In  a  comparison  instituted  between  the  two  cases  above  mentioned, 
all  mere  dicta  should  be  eliminated  and  the  investigation  should  be  con- 
fined to  the  material  questions  at  issue,  and,  if  found  to  be  harmonious 
in  that  respect,  there  can  be  no  substantial  variance.     There  was. 
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therefore,  no  principle  adjudicated  in  the  case  of  Mary  C.  Orr  which 
is  in  conflict  with  any  ruling  in  the  case  of  Louisa  C.  Germain. 

In  view  of  the  time  that  has  elapsed  since  the  rendition  of  the  decis- 
ion in  this  case,  September  14  ultimo,  prompt  promulgation  thereof  is 
directed. 

Approved: 

E.  A.  Hitchcock,  Secretary, 


disix>yalty-e\ndence— presttmptions-section  4716,  r.  s. 

John  H.  Kimball. 

Volunteering  to  build  larger  stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  Union 
prisoners  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  the  rebellion. 

The  record  showing  the  transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruit- 
ing officer,  will  not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate 
Army,  but  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion, 
but  the  proof  in  this  case  showing  that  claimant  neither  enlisteil  in  the  Confetl- 
erate  Anny  nor  performed  service  of  any  kind  in  aid  of  such  rebellion,  such  pr^*- 
sumption  of  aiding  and  al^tting  the  rel)ellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  is  rebutted,  and  the  decision  in  this  case  of  October  10,  1900,  is  not  in 
conflict  witli  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270) ;  Russel  S.  Cole  (4  P.  D., 
141);  John  S.  McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369);  William  Hedgspeth  (1  P.  D.,  245),  and 
Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,  64). 

Assistant  Seci^etary  F.  M.  Camphell  to  the  Commissioner  of  PenmonSj 

November  22,  1900. 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  above-entitled  case,  together 
with  the  departmental  opinion  therein,  dated  October  10,1900,  and  j-our 
communication,  not  dated,  in  which  you  ask  for  further  instructions 
in  regard  to  the  scope  of  said  opinion. 

You  suggest  that  the  said  decision  is  practically  in  conflict  with  the 
opinions  in  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  Russel  S.  Cole 
(4  P.  D.,  141),  John  S.  McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369),  William  Hedgspeth 
(1  P.  D.,  245),  Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,  64),  and  John  W. 
Strange,  Docket  No.  49,899. 

The  first  vdtal  question  to  be  disposed  of  in  the  Kimball  case  was. 
Did  Kimball  enlist  in  the  Confederate  Armv? 

The  record  did  not  show  him  enlisted,  he  denied  enlistment,  and 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  nature  whatever  showing  an  enlistment. 
The  record  did  show  him  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel 
recruiting  officer,"  and  he  admitted  such  ti'ansfer,  explaining  it  in  such 
a  way  as  to  negative  an}'^  presumption  that  the  transfer  was  an  enlist- 
ment. It  was  therefore  held  that  the  evidence,  record  or  otherwise, 
failed  to  show  enlistment,  and  failed  to  raise  a  presumption  of  enlist- 
ment. 
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As  tx>  such  a  conclusion  being  in  conflict  with  the  decisions  in  the 
cases  cited  by  you,  your  attention  is  invited  to  the  following  in  regard 
thereto: 

In  the  case  of  Hedgspeth,  supra,  the  record  showed  that  Hedgspeth 
took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederacy,  and  he  admitted  that 
he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  Armv. 

In  the  case  of  Cole,  supra,  Cole  admitted  that  he  took  the  oath  of 
allegiance  to  the  Confedei'acy,  and  the  evidence  showed,  and  Cole 
practically  admitted  it,  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  States 
Army. 

The  McCoy  case,  supra,  does  not  touch  upon  enlistment  in  the  Con- 
federate States  Army,  and  will  be  referred  to  later  on  in  this  communi- 
cation. 

In  the  Ousterhout  case,  supra,  the  record  shows  that  Ousterhout 
enlisted  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  and  was  captured  in  anns 
against  the  United  States. 

In  the  Guernsey  case,  supra,  Guernsey  admitted  that  he  enlisted  in 
the  Confederate  States  Army  and  performed  duty  therein. 

In  the  Strange  case,  supra,  the  evidence  showed  that  Strange 
enlisted  and  served  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  for  at  least  four 
months. 

In  each  of  the  above  cited  eases  it  is  seen  that  enlistment  in  the  Con- 
federate States  Army  is  shown  as  an  actual  fact,  save  in  the  case  of 
McCoy.  In  the  Kimball  case  enlistment  is  not  shown,  and  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  Kimball  case  and  the  others  referred  to  is  so  obvious 
as  not  to  merit  discussion. 

All  facts  accepted  as  proved  are  not  necessarily  proved  in  the  same 
manner;  but  there  is  a  vast  difference "  between  a  fact  actually  proved 
and  another  fact  accepted  as  proved  by  reason  of  presumption.  It 
appears,  in  your  comparison  of  the  Kimball  case  with  the  others 
referred  to  by  you,  that  you  wholly  fail  to  distinguish  between  a  fact 
actually  proved  and  a  fact  not  proved,  but  presumed  by  reason  of 
actual  proof  of  other  facts.  In  none  of  the  cases  referred  to  was  there 
any  question  of  presumption.  The  cases  disclosed  an  actual  proof  of 
enlistment  or  service  in  the  Confederate  States  Armv.  In  the  Kim- 
ball  case,  as  stated,  there  was  no  fact  of  enlistment  proved,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  bare  record  of  transfer  to  Colonel  O'Neill  was  not,  per 
se,  enough  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  enlistment. 

The  second  vital  issue  in  the  Kimball  case  was,  Did  Kimball  aid  and 
abet  the  rebellion  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  did  not  enlist? 

Of  all  the  cases  cited  by  you  the  one  of  John  R.  McCoy  (5  P.  D., 
369)  is  the  only  one  which  bears  upon  such  an  issue.  In  said  case 
McCoy  did  not  enlist,  but  it  was  shown  that  he  performed  guard  duty 
under  Colonel  O'Neill,  and  such  was  enough  to  warrant  a  holding  of 
aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion. 
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In  the  Kimball  ease  it  was  held,  and  properly  so,  that  a  volunteer- 
ing to  build  larger  stockades  outside  of  Andersonville,  for  the  better 
accommodation  of  Union  prisoners,  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  and 
abet  the  rebellion;  and  furthermore,  the  evidence  showed  Kimball 
never  was  allowed  to  do  the  particular  act  that  he  expressed  his  will- 
ingness to  do. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  law  is  directed  to  those  who  "volun- 
tarily engaged  in,  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the 
authorit}^  of  the  United  States."  The  Department  has  held,  and 
adheres  to  it,  that  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army,  or  a  taking 
of  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States,  establishes,  prima 
facie,  an  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion.  It  holds, 
in  the  Kimball  case,  that  a  transfer  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting 
officer,  per  se,  is  not  sufficient  proof  to  warrant  a  presumption  of  an 
enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army;  but  it  also  holds,  inferen- 
tially,  that  such  a  fact  is  of  so  siuspicious  a  nature  as  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption, not  of  enlistment,  but  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion. 
Such  presumption  may  be  rebutted,  and  it  was  so  rebutted  in  the  Kim- 
ball case. 

There  appears  to  be  no  reason  to  modify  the  departmental  decision 
of  October  10,  1900,  in  the  Kimball  case,  in  any  particular.  No  new 
general  principles  are  laid  down;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  general 
principles  governing  such  cases,  as  exemplified  in  the  Ousterhout  case, 
are  in  express  terms  rigidly  adhered  to. 

Your  attention  is  especially  directed  to  the  following  quotation  from 
yours  of  no  date,  found  on  page  4: 

While  the  decisions  of  the  Department  show  somewhat  divergent  views  upon  other 
questions  connected  with  this  subject,  earlier  decisions  being  overruled  in  the  Ouster- 
hout decision,  there  has  been  no  conflict  of  opinion  or  practice  in  treating  a  record 
of  ** transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,"  as  equivalent  in  legal 
effect  to  a  record  of  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army. 

If  the  practice  is  correctly  stated  in  the  above  quotation,  such  prac- 
tice is  wholly  unwarranted,  and  is  not  a  logical  deduction  from  any  of 
the  cited  cases  of  departmental  decision.  Nowhere,  so  far  as  it  has 
come  under  the  observation  of  the  Department,  has  such  a  doctrine 
been  announced,  or  such  practice  approved.  The  transferring  of  a 
prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,  is  not  ''equivalent 
in  legal  effect  to  a  record  of  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army,"  and 
after  a  careful  search  such  a  doctrine  is  not  found  to  have  been  enun- 
ciated in  any  departmental  decision.  Such  a  tmnsferring  is  so  suspi- 
cious a  circumstance  as  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting 
the  rebellion — not,  however,  by  enlistment — and  if  such  a  transfer  was 
not  satisfactorily  explained  in  all  particulars,  would  be  fatal  to  a  claim 
by  reason  of  section  4716,  R.  S. 

In  conclusion,  and  in  order  that  no  further  misapprehension  may 
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occur,  you  are  advised  that  this  Department  adheres  to  the  doctrine 
that  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  is  presumed  to  be 
voluntary,  and  is,  prima  facie,  an  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  war  of 
the  rebellion.  It  adheres  to  the  conclusion  of  law  that  a  transfer  of  a 
prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer,  is  not,  per  se, 
sufficient  on  which  to  base  a  presumption  of  enlistment.  It  adheres  to 
the  conclusion  of  law  that  a  record  of  the  transfer  of  a  prisoner  to 
Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion,  and  that  such  presump- 
tion will  attach  until  rebutted  by  evidence  of  such  a  character  and 
nature  as  is  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption. 

If  proper  distinction  is  made  between  a  fact  actually  proved,  and  a 
fact  presumed  b}"  reason  of  other  facts  proved,  the  Kimball  case  will 
be  seen  to  harmonize  with  the  cases  referred  to  by  you,  and  will  enable 
other  cases  of  like  nature  to  be  readily  decided  under  the  law. 


marriage  axd  dr\'orce— evidence. 
Carrie  Peterson  (widow). 

Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  evidence  of  a  ceremony  and  cohabita- 
tion. The  only  evidence  of  his  prior  marriage  is  the  testimony  of  his  sister  and 
a  friend,  to  whom  he  wrote  or  disclose(i  that  he  had  married  a  girl  in  a  seaport 
while  he  was  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  sailor.  His  mere  declaration,  without 
other  proof,  is  not  comjHjtent  to  establish  such  a  marriage  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  rights  of  this  claimant,  and,  on  this  point,  her  legal  widowhood  is  considered 
established. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  CoinviiHSioiyi^' of  Penmoiis^ 

N(/vemhe7^  23,  1900. 

Carrie  Peterson,  widow  of  Gustaf  Peterson,  late  of  Company  A, 
Thirt3'-sixth  Illinois  Infantry,  filed  her  applications  (No.  449,917) 
August  13,  1890,  and  September  28,  1891,  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890.  The  daima  were  rejected  June  9,  1898,  on  the 
ground  of  the  claimant's  inability,  though  aided  by  special  examina- 
tion, to  prove  that  she  is  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  the  evidence 
failing  to  show  whether  soldier  and  former  wife  wore  divorced  or 
whether  she  was  dead  or  alive  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to 
the  soldier,  and  because  of  nondependence  at  date  of  tiling  claims. 
From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  September  15, 1898,  by  the  attorney 
of  record,  upon  the  contention  that  the  same  was  error  and  not  justi- 
fied b}^  the  facts. 

Touching  the  first  ground  of  rejection  the  material  facts  appear  to 
be  as  follows:  The  soldier  was  in  the  service  about  one  year  in  1864 
and  1865.  He  died  May  9,  1883,  being  accidentally  drowned.  The 
soldier  and  claimant  were  natives  of  Sweden,  but  never  knew  each 
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other  until  about  three  months  before  their  marriage,  Januarj^  28, 
1866.  He  told  her  he  was  a  single  man,  had  never  been  previously 
married,  and  had  been  a  sailor  for  fifteen  years  before  coming  to  the 
United  States,  which  was  just  before  his  enlistment  in  the  Arm}'.  The 
claimant  had  been  twice  married  before  her  marriage  to  the  soldier; 
first  to  Peter  Nelson,  about  1844  or  1845,  and  next  to  Louis  T.  Wal- 
ters, in  1865.  The  former  died  in  1851,  and  the  atter  about  six 
months  after  his  marriage  to  claimant,  in  the  same  year.  By  Nelson 
claimant  had  four  children,  two  of  whom  are  yet  living.  She  also  had 
an  illegitimate  son  about  1854.  She  came  to  the  United  States  about 
1861.     She  had  no  children  by  Walters  or  the  soldier. 

The  facts  above  stated  are  very  well  established  by  the  evidence. 
The  evidence  showing  that  soldier  had  been  married  prior  to  his  mar- 
riage to  claimant  consists  of  the  statement  of  his  sister  and  a  letter 
from  one  Nils  Sjoberg,  of  Stom  Dalby,  Sweden.  The  former,  Johanna 
Peterson,  deposed  as  follows: 

I  first  knew  Gustaf  Peterson  when  he  was  a  child.  He  was  my  brother  in  Sweden, 
and  he  lived  there  while  I  saw  him  till  he  was  21  years  old;  then  he  went  out  as  a 
sailor,  and  was  a  sailor  about  six  years  before  he  came  to  America,  or  till  he  left 
Sweden  for  good.  He  was  two  years  younger  than  I  was.  Then  I  didn't  see  him 
until  1881,  when  I  came  to  America.  My  brother  wrote  home  to  us  in  Sweden  that 
he  was  married  to  a  girl  named  Gertrude  Elmendorf,  in  Rotterdam.  I  don't  know 
what  country  that  is  in,  but  he  wrote  he  was  married  to  her  soon  after  he  left  Sweden 
the  last  time,  when  he  was  about  27  years  old;  but  I  never  heard  what  became  of 
his  wife.  He  never  said  anything  more  about  that  wife — whether  she  lived  or  died. 
He  never  said  and  I  don't  know  anything  about  her,  except  that  my  brother  wrote 
us  at  home  that  he  had  married  that  girl. 

This  sister  of  the  soldier  furnished  the  name  and  address  of  Sjoberg, 
as  being  a  friend  of  her  brother  who  would  probably  know  the  facts 
as  to  his  prior  marriage  and  what  became  of  the  first  wife.  His  letter 
in  response  to  official  in(iuirv  is  jvs  follows: 

Gustaf  Peterson  was  not  married  in  Sweden,  but,  without  doubt,  in  Rotterdam, 
Holland.  1  have  written  to  his  brother-in-law  and  sister,  to  the  address  below,  but 
do  not  know  whether  she  is  alive  or  dead. 

Here  he  gives  the  address  of  Jonas  Petterson,  or  Peterson,  husband 
of  the  sister  whose  statement  is  above  quoted.  This  Jonas  Peterson 
was  seen  by  the  special  examiner,  but  knew  nothing  of  the  alleged 
former  wife  of  the  soldier.  And,  as  appears  from  the  above  testi- 
mony, neither  the  soldier's  sister  nor  Sjoberg  knew  anything  of  such 
former  wife  except  what  they  were  told  by  soldier.  Such  evidence, 
being  nothing  more  than  the  declaration  of  the  soldier  himself,  is  not 
competent  to  prove  that  he  was  actually  married,  as  stated.  There  is 
no  proof  of  a  ceremony  or  of  cohabitation,  and  while  the  soldier's 
assertion  of  such  marriage  might  have  been  used  as  evidence  against 
him  in  a  proper  proceeding  in  which  he  was  directlj"  interested  or 
could  be  affected,  can  not  be  used  to  the  prejudice  of  this  claimant. 
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Her  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  positive  evidence  of  a  cere 
mony  and  subsequent  cohabitation.  Shie  had  no  notice  or  knowledge 
of  a  previous  marriage  of  the  soldier.  On  the  contrary,  he  assured 
her  that  he  had  not  been  married  before,  and,  as  far  as  his  own  decla- 
rations go,  this  one  offsets  those  made  to  the  sister  and  friend.  Fur- 
thermore, the  presumption  of  innocence  and  of  the  validity  of  the 
marriage  to  claimant  obtains,  and  if  there  was  such  a  former  marriage 
by  soldier  as  the  testimony  indicates,  the  presumption  also  holds  that 
the  former  wife  was  dead  or  divorced  before  he  was  married  to  claim- 
ant. This  case  is  governed  by  the  rulings  in  the  recently  published 
decision,  dated  September  14,  1900,  of  the  appeal  of  Liouisa  C.  Ger- 
main (11  P.  D.,  66),  and  claimant's  title  to  pension,  as  far  as  her  legal 
widowhood  is  concerned,  is  considered  established.  That  portion  of 
the  ground  of  rejection  which  held  her  legal  widowhood  not  established 
is  accordingly  reversed. 


SERVICE— ACT  JUNE  87,  180O-BEATY'8  INDEPENDENT  SCOUTS. 

Russell  Stephens. 

The  act  of  July  14,  1870,  for  the  relief  of  Captain  Beaty'a  Company  of  Independent 
Scouts  was  manifestly  passed  to  enable  deserving  members  thereof  to  obtain  the 
benefit  of  pension  laws  then  in  force  for  disabilities  incurred  in  the  service  and 
line  of  duty,  and  its  scope  can  not  be  broadened  to  include  the  essentially  differ- 
ent conditions  of  title  to  pension  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
claimant  never  having  been  legally  mustered  into  the  United  States  service  and 
honorably  discharged  therefrom  is  not  pensionable  under  said  last-mentioned 
act.     Citing  case  of  James  Threet  (9  P.  D.,  297). 

A^s^tant  Secretary  JP.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Cota^Rissioner  of  Pension^^^ 

November  23, 1900. 

Russell  Stephens,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Captain  Beaty's  Independ- 
ent Company  Tennessee  Volunteer  Scouts,  appeals  from  the  action  of 
your  Bureau  on  February  25, 1895,  rejecting  his  claim  for  restxjration 
under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

He  was  originally  pensioned  at  $12  per  month  commencing  August 
25,  18D0,  on  atx'ount  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart.  On  May  24, 
1893,  after  due  notice,  and  consideration  of  testimony  in  rebuttal,  his 
name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground  that  pensioner  did  not 
serve  ninety  days  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  during  the 
war  of  the  rebellion.  Testimony  tiled  in  rebuttal  not  sufficient  to  war- 
rant any  change  in  action.  Subsequently  in  declarations  filed  on 
August  15, 1893,  and  March  13, 1894,  claimant  applied  for  restoration 
to  the  rolls,  both  of  which  applications  were  rejected  on  February  25, 
1895,  on  the  ground  of  no  title,  claimant  not  an  enlisted  man  in  the 
United  States  service  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department. 

Subsequently,  on  October  9, 1897,  and  Februaiy  4,  1898,  claimant 
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filed  declarations  for  restoration  to  the  pension  rolls,  and  on  June  30, 
189S,  he  was  informed  by  letter  from  your  bureau  that  his  latter 
declamtion  does  not  warrant  a  change  of  action. 

On  September  29, 1898,  he  filed  his  appeal,  contending  that  he  was  a 
regularly  enlisted  soldier  in  a  company  fulh^  recognized  as  a  United 
States  company  and  part  of  the  United  States  service,  viz,  Captain 
Beaty's  Independent  Company  Tennessee  Volunteer  Scouts,  and  served 
for  ninety  days  and  more,  and  that  by  special  act  of  Congress  on  July 
19,  1870,  said  company  was  regularly  mustered  into  and  out  of  the 
service,  and  recognized  as  a  part  of  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States  and  paid  for  their  services  and  granted  honorable  discharges. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  as  furnished  herein  on  Decem- 
ber 12,  1889,  state  the  following  as  to  the  service  record  of  claimant 
and  the  standing  of  his  said  company: 

There  is  but  one  roll  of  Capt.  Da%4(i  Beaty's  Independent  Company  of  Scouts 
(Fentress  County,  Tenn.)  on  file  in  this  Department,  and  that  is  a  duplicate  of  the 
roll  made  out  in  1870  by  certain  parties  in  Tennessee,  assisted  by  Captain  Beaty,  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  July  14  of  that  year,  which  recognized  the  com- 
pany for  pay  and  pension.  Upon  that  roll  Russell  Stephens  is  reported  as  a  private 
enrolled  January  25,  1862,  at  Jamestown,  Fentress  County,  Tenn.,  and  disdiarged 
June  1,  1865,  with  remark:  "Never  al>sent  from  company."  Soon  after  the  acct^pt- 
ance  of  the  said  roll  (in  1870)  as  a  part  of  the  official  records  of  the  Department,  it 
was  reported  that  numerous  frauds  had  been  peri)etrated  in  making  up  said  roll  and 
securing  payment  the/eon.  Whereupon,  by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  First 
Lieut.  Wm.  11.  Clapp,  Sixteenth  Infantry,  was  furnished  with  a  copy  of  the  company 
roll  and  sent  into  Fentress  County,  Tenn.,  where  the  company  was  raised,  with  instruc- 
tions to  carefully  investigate  the  claim  of  each  member.  In  Lieutenant  Clapp*s  offi- 
cial report  of  his  investigation  of  the  claims  dated  August  18, 1871,  opposite  the  name 
Russell  Stephens  appears  the  remark:  "Served  a  little  in  64  and  65."  Nothing 
additional  bearing  upon  this  case. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  the  records  as  to  service,  a  special  exami- 
nation was  held  in  December,  1894,  giving  claimant  full  opportunity 
to  furnish  proof  of  service.  This  examination  was  held  under  his 
application  for  restoration,  and  claimant  stated  at  its  close  that  he  was 
satisfied  and  had  no  further  evidence  to  offer. 

Claimant  and  his  wife  and  son  and  four  witnesses  testified.  The 
claimant  stated  that  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  he  joined  the  command 
the  first  of  1862,  and  was  discharged  when  peace  was  made  in  1865. 
Was  with  the  command  the  most  of  his  time,  but  could  not  say  just 
how  long.  Of  couree  was  with  it  over  90  days.  Thought  fully 
five  months.  In  answer  to  direct  questions  he  responded  that  he 
joined  the  command  in  the  first  part  of  1862,  did  not  remember  what 
month,  stayed  with  it  a  year  and  maybe  over,  then  went  home  sick 
and  staid  away  a  month  or  six  weeks;  after  this  sickness  went  back  to 
his  command  and  stayed  with  it  until  peace  was  made;  that  is  the  only 
time  he  was  awav  from  the  command. 

Claimant's  wife  stated  that  her  husband  sei-ved  in  Capt.  David 
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Beaty's  company,  and  she  thinks  he  went  in  about  corn-pulling  time  in 

1862,  and  remained  with  the  company  until  peace  was  made.  He  was 
at  home  once  in  a  while  all  the  way  through  the  service. 

Claimant's  son,  David  G.  Stephens,  stated  that  he  was  48  years  old; 
that  he  and  his  father  served  in  Beaty's  command;  that  his  father  went 
in  some  time  in  1862,  a  while  before  witness  joined.  CJould  not  state 
exactly,  but  thought  claimant  went  in  the  last  of  1862  or  first  of  1863, 
and  served  until  the  war  was  over;  could  not  say  how  long  witness 
himself  was  in  the  command,  only  that  he  went  in  the  last  of  1862  or 
first  of  1863,  and  stayed  until  after  peace  was  made.  That  the  men 
would  disperse  and  go  home  a  few  days  at  a  time,  then  come  together, 
but  the  command  never  disbanded  until  after  the  war. 

Claiborne  Beaty  stated  that  he  was  second  lieutenant  in  said  com- 
pany; that  he  was  unable  to  give  the  dates  of  enlistment  and  dis- 
charge; his  recollection  was  that  claimant  joined  either  at  time  of 
organization  or  shortly  afterwards,  and  was  sure  he  was  with  them  in 

1863,  1864,  and  1865.  Would  say  he  served  two  or  three  years.  He 
was  sick  along  in  1863,  or  1864,  at  his  home.  Did  not  remember 
where  the  command  was  at  that  time.     He  was  away  a  good  long  time. 

G.  W.  Conatser  stated  that  all  he  could  say  as  to  claimant's  service 
during  the  war  in  Captain  Beaty's  company,  was  that  he  saw  him  in 
that  command  and  was  on  scouts  with  him.  Was  not  a  member  of 
that  command,  but  when  at  home  would  at  times  be  witii  Beaty's 
men.  Thought  claimant  was  a  member  of  Beaty's  command.  Knew 
he  was  with  them  but  could  not  say  as  to  enlistment  and  discharge. 
Remembered  his  being  with  Beat}^  in  1864,  and  frequently  after  that 
time,  but  could  not  say  about  his  being  with  them  before  that. 

George  W.  York  stated  that  he  and  claimant  were  in  Captain 
Beaty's  command  together,  but  could  not  tell  dates  of  enlistment  and 
discharge;  that  they  were  away  a  few  times  when  they  had  permission. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  herein  on  April  15,  1891,  the  claimant  states 
that  his  service  commenced  sometime  in  the  early  part  of  1864  and 
ended  in  1865.  This  corroborates  the  finding  above  quoted  of  Lieu- 
tenant Clapp. 

By  a  statement  from  the  Treasury  Department  filed  herein  on 
October  14,  1891,  it  appears  that  claimant  was  paid  from  January  1, 
1862,  to  June  1, 1865,  forty  months  and  six  days,  by  Treasury  certificate 
No.  577314,  issued  January  19,  1871,  but  this  can  not  be  accepted  as 
evidence  of  service  beginning  January  1,  1862,  for  claimant;  his  wife 
and  son  and  other  witnesses  herein  fix  the  time  he  entered  service  as 
corn-pulling  time  in  1862,  in  the  latter  part  of  that  year,  or  the  first 
of  1863. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  has  been  thoroughl}'^  reviewed  and  care- 
fully considered.  It  is  vague,  indefinite,  and  in  parts  conflicting,  and 
no  ground  appears  for  disturbing  the  findings  of  your  Bureau. 
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Moreover,  in  the  similar  case  of  James  Threet  (9  P.  D.,  297),  it  is 
held  that  pensionable  title  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  predi- 
cated upon  service  actually  rendered  for  ninety  days  or  more,  while 
the  service  of  these  men  was  so  broken  and  questionable  in  every  way 
that  no  certain  character  can  be  attributed  to  any  of  it,  and  that — 

The  members  of  Captain  Beaty's  company  of  Independent  Scouts  never  having 
been  legally  mustered  into  the  United  States  service,  are  not  pensionable  imder  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  notwithstanding  the  act  of  July  14,  1870,  recognizing  said 
organization  as  a  part  of  the  military  force  of  the  United  States  and  granting  them 
pay  and  pension  on  making  proof  of  actual  service. 

This  special  act  for  the  relief  of  Captain  Beaty's  scouts  was  mani- 
festly passed  to  enable  deserving  members  to  obtain  the  benefit  of 
pension  laws  then  in  force  for  disabilities  incurred  in  service  and  line 
of  duty,  and  its  scope  can  not  be  broadened  to  include  the  essentially 
different  conditions  of  title  to  pension  which  are  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  July  27,  1890. 

Under  the  ruling  quoted  and  the  evidence  in  the  case  the  action 
appealed  from  was  clearly  right,  and  is  hereby  affiirmed. 


M^VRRIAGK  AND  DIVORCE— CALIFORNIA— EVIDENCE. 

Rachel  J.  Sebastian  (widow). 

In  the  absence  of  consent  the  mutual  assumption  of  marital  rights,  duties,  and  obliga- 
tions can  not,  under  the  statutes  of  California,  constitute  marriage. 

AsHisUmt  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbdl  to  the  Commissioner  of  PeusiwiJ^^ 

Novemhei^  30,  1900, 

This  appellant,  Rachel  J.  Sebastian,  on  May  8,  1896,  filed  a  claim. 
No.  633410,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow 
of  Robert  M.  Sebastian,  who  was  a  member  from  December  28,  1864, 
to  September  29,  1865,  of  Company  A,  Seventh  Kansas  Cavalry,  and 
died  March  6,  1896. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  November,  1897,  on  the  ground  that 
claimant's  marriage  to  said  soldier  was  subsequent  to  the  approval  of 
said  act,  and  she  appealed  June  30,  1898,  contending  that  she  con- 
tracted a  valid  marriage  to  the  soldier  prior  to  the  approval  of  this 
act,  and  that  the  second  ceremonial  marriage  to  him,  June  20,1895, 
was  merely  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  a  law,  approved  March 
26,  1895,  amending  the  code  of  the  State  of  California,  where  they 
resided. 

The  laws  here  referred  to  are  as  follows:  Section  55  of  said  code 
declared  that — 

Marriage  is  a  personal  relation  arising  out  of  a  civil  contract  to  which  the  consent 
of  the  parties  capable  of  making  that  contract  is  necessary.  Consent  alone  will  not 
constitute  marriage;  it  must  be  followed  l)y  a  solemnization  or  by  a  mutual  assun)]v 
tion  of  marital  rights,  duties,  or  obligatioun. 
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Said  act  approved  March  26,  1895,  amended  this  section  by  striking 
out  the  last  clause,  making  the  section  read  that  consent,  in  order  to 
constitute  marriage,  ''must  be  followed  by  a  solemnization  authorized 
bv  this  code." 

And  section  57  of  said  code,  reading  as  follows: 

Consent  to  and  subsequent  consummation  of  marriage  may  be  manifested  in  any 
form  and  may  be  proved  under  the  same  general  rules  of  evidence  as  facts  in  other 
caj*ee. 

was  likewise  so  amended  by  said  act  of  March  26,  1895,  as  to  read: 

Consent  to  marriage  and  solemnization  thereof  may  be  proved  under  the  same 
general  rules  of  evidence  as  facts  are  proved  in  other  cases. 

Section  75  of  said  code  provides  that — 

Persons  married  without  the  solemnization  provided  for  in  section  70  must  jointly 
make  a  declaration  of  marriage  showing  substantially 

four  enumerated  facts.  Section  77  provides  that  such  declaration  shall 
be  acknowledged  and  recorded  as  are  grants  of  real  property,  and  sec- 
tion 78  provides  that  on  refusal  by  either  party  to  execute  such  declara- 
tion, the  other  party  may  institute  an  action  to  have  the  validity  of 
such  marriage  judicially  declared. 

It  is  manifest  that  under  this  code  prior  to  March  26,  1895,  a  com- 
mon-law marriage  was  both  valid  and  legal,  and  the  supreme  court  of 
that  State  held,  in  the  case  of  Hinkley  v.  Ayres  (105  Cal.,  357),  that 
where  no  prior  illicit  relations  existed  and  parties  have — 

held  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  (have)  lived  together  as  only  married  per- 
sons could  lawfully  do,  this  presumption  which  prevails  everywhere,  of  marriage,  is 
esjiecially  strong  here  where  marriage  may  be  constituted  by  consent  and  subsequent 
assumption  of  marital  rights  and  duties  and  where  such  consent  and  assumption 
may  be  manifested  in  any  form  and  may  be  proved  under  the  same  general  rules  of 
evidence  as  facts  in  other  cases. 

The  rule  is,  the  court  says  further,  that — 

parties  must  live  together  as  husband  and  wife,  treat  each  other  in  the  usual  way 
with  married  people,  and  so  conduct  themselves  as  to  have  full  repute  among  their 
intimates,  friends,  and  asso(^iates  to  be  husband  and  wife. 

And  this  is,  they  say,  the  settled  construction  and  meaning  of  the  term 
used  in  the  code,  "a  mutual  assumption  of  marital  rights,  duties,  or 
obligations,"  citing  Sharon  v.  Sharon  (79  Cal.,  638);  White  v.  White 
(82  Cal.,  427);  Kilburn  v.  Kilburn  (89  Cal.,  46);  and  People  v.  Bee  vers 
(99  Cal.,  286).  See  also,  in  re  Ruffino  (116  Cal.,  304),  and  Norman  i\ 
Thomson  (121  Cal.,  620),  the  latter  decision  construing  the  act  of 
Mar<*h  26,  1895,  and  holding  that  section  55  of  the  code  as  amended  by 
that  a^^'t  requires,  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid  marriage,  not  only  the 
consent  of  competent  parties  but  subsequent  solemnization  of  marriage 
b}'  a  person  specified  in  section  70  of  the  code,  said  act  sweeping  away, 
they  say,  "the  easy  process  of  marriage"  by  tiling  declaration,  as  pro- 
vided in  section  75. 

And  in  the  case  of  White  r.  White*,  (supra),  the  court  held  not  only 
p.  D. — ^VOL.  11 10 
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that  marriage  was,  under  these  provisions  of  the  code  prior  to  March 
26,  1895,  as  at  common  law,  presumable  from  cohabitation  and  repute, 
but  th^t  it  was  so  presumable  from  continued  cohabitation  and. repute 
following  removal  of  an  impediment,  although  the  parties  had  com- 
menced such  cohabitation  illicith'^  prior  to  removal  of  the  impediment 
The  question  in  the  latter  case,  the  court  says,  is  merely  one  of  fact 
for  a  jury  to  determine  from  all  the  evidence;  whether  the  presump- 
tion arising  from  the  fact  of  the  illicit  commencement  of  the  cohabita- 
tion, viz,  that  such  illicitness  continues  until  lawfulness  of  cohabitation 
is  proved,  be  regiirded  as  a  presumption  of  law  or  as  one  of  fact. 

The  facts  in  this  case,  principally  as  testified  to  by  claimant,  are  as 
follows: 

On  December  2,  1869,  this  claimant  was  ceremonially  married,  in 
California,  to  Thomas  B.  Kelly,  who  was  a  member,  during  the  war  of 
the  rebellion,  of  Company  I,  First  California  Cavalry,  and  died  June 
10,  1882. 

In  the  fall  of  1884  she  became  acquainted,  she  says,  with  one  Robert 
M.  Sebastian,  whom  she  knew  as  a  married  man,  but  separated  from 
his  wife.  In  August,  1885,  after  he  and  she  talking  the  matter  over, 
she  says,  and  on  his  promise  to  marry  her  as  soon  as  he  got  a  divorce 
from  his  wife,  she  and  said  Sebastian  began  living  together  as  man 
and  wife.  She  was  induced  to  do  this,  she  says,  b}'  a  desire  to  get  her 
children  (by  Kelly)  out  of  the  orphan  asylum  and  with  her,  and  as  she 
was  very  poor  and  said  Sebastian  was  a  good  talker,  and  she  came  to 
think  a  great  deal  of  him. 

She  continued  to  cohabit  with  said  Sebastian  ostensibly  as  his  wife,  she 
says,  being  so  introduced  around  by  him,  and  so  accepted  and  regarded 
by  the  community  and  by  her  family  (all  of  whom  were  ignorant  of 
his  first  wife)  until  October,  1892,  when  she  left  him  because  of  his 
bad  treatment  of  her  said  children  and  refusal  finally  to  marry  her, 
although  his  wife  had  secured  a  divorce  from  him  March  18,  1890. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  she  and  said  Sebastian  had  lived  together  as 
husband  and  wife  after  said  divorce,  they  executed  papers,  she  saj^s, 
soon  after  she  left  him  in  October,  1892,  acknowledging  that  they  had 
never  been  married,  and  that  she  had  never  regarded  herself  as  his 
wife,  and  releasing  both  from  all  obligations. 

This  agreement,  signed  by  claimant  and  filed  herein,  re<?ites  that, 
whereas  R.  M.  Sebastian  and  Rachel  J.  Kelly  have  been  living  together 
as  man  and  wife,  and  have  two  children,  are  desirous  of  separating 
and  living  apart,  and  have  joint  property  in  the  name  of  said  Sebastian ; 
therefore,  in  consideration  of  the  deliverv  to  her  of  his  deed  to  ceilain 
property  described,  she  releases  him  "from  all  liability  to  her  what- 
ever, either  for  damages  or  otherwise,"  and  accepts  same  "  m  complete 
settlement  of  all  damages  or  claims  sustained  by  the  said  Rachel  J. 
Kelly  by  reason  of  her  cohabitation  with  the  said  R.  M.  Sebastian." 
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This  agreement  is  dated  February  3,  1893.  On  Jul}^  10,  1893,  she 
filed  a  claim,  No.  679930,  for  pension  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
widow  of  said  Kelh%  which  claim  was  rejected  in  September,  1895,  on 
medical  grounds;  the  legal  approval  being  that  pension  if  allowed 
thereunder  should  terminate  under  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  because 
of  the  claimant's  adulterous  cohabitation  with  said  Sebastian,  in 
violation  of  that  act. 

Her  minor  children  by  said  Kelly  were  in  Februar}' ,  1898,  allowed 
pension,  certificate  No.  462105,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

She  and  said  Sebastian  had,  she  says,  parted  amicably  in  the  fall  of 
1892,  and  he  continued  to  call  on  her  and  wanted  her  to  return  to  him. 
She  refused  to  do  so,  however,  though  in  the  fall  of  1894  he  boarded 
at  her  house,  which  she  allowed  because  of  the  affection  existing 
between  him  and  his  two  children  by  her,  born  June  14,  1886,  and 
June  30,  1890. 

On  June  20,  1895,  they  were  ceremoniall}^  married,  because,  she 
states  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  the  appealed  claioi,  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  March  26,  1895,  above  mentioned,  and  of  the  inducements  of 
her  friends,  although  "  she  always  believed,"  she  says,  "  that  her  con- 
tract marriage  (which  was,  she  asserts,  on  his  divorce  in  March,  1890, 
from  his  first  wife)  was  good  and  lawful." 

All  of  the  above  facts  as  to  claimant's  relations  with  Sebastian  prior 
to  the  year  1895  were  testified  to  by  her  in  January,  1895,  on  special 
examination  of  her  claim  as  widow  of  Kelly.  She  then  testified 
positively  that  no  one,  not  even  her  own  folks  or  her  children  by 
Kelly,  knew  or  yet  knows  that  her  cohabitation  with  Sebastian  prior 
to  1895  was  illicit;  and  she  then  stated  to  the  special  (examiner  that 
she  would  relinquish  her  claim  for  pension  rather  than  bring  public 
disgrace  upon  herself  and  children  by  an  exposure  of  the  facts,  and 
earnestly  requested  him  to  protect  them  from  publicity. 

That  no  others  knew  or  know  of  the  true  nature  of  claimant's  and 
Sel>astian's  relations  prior  to  1895  appears  to  be  true.  Her  two  sisters 
and  brother-in-law  and  six  other  intimate  acquaintances  testify  that  no 
question  whatever  has  ever  been  raised  as  to  claimant's  good  charac- 
ter since  the  death  of  Kelly,  or  as  to  her  relation  with  Sebastian  not 
being  truly  matrimonal.  They  had  left  claimant's  home  for  another 
town  with  the  expressed  intention  of  getting  married  there,  and  on 
their  return  said  they  had  been,  and  were  accordingly  so  recognized 
thereafter.  Sebastian  had  not  been  long  known  in  that  locality,  and 
all  except  one  sister  of  claimant  state  he  was  not  known  to  have  been 
niaiTied  before;  this  sister  stating  that  claimant  merely  told  her  that 
he  had  been  previously  married. 

And  said  Sebastian  himself,  on  special  examination  at  that  time,  tes- 
tified that  no  others  beside  claimant  knew  of  his  having  a  fomier  wife, 
who  was  in  the  northern  part  of  the  State,  and  of  whose  application  for 
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a  divorce  he  did  not  know  until  sometime  after  the  decree.  He  alone 
was  to  blame,  he  said,  for  claimant  coming  to  live  with  him  illicitly,  as 
she  relied  on  his  promise  to  procure  a  divorce  from  his  first  wife  and 
marry  herself;  that  he  always  thought  he  should  and  always  intended 
to  marry  claimant,  but  merely  kept  putting  it  off;  and  that  he  still 
intended  to  marry  her  because  he  had  never  noticed  a  thing  wrong 
with  her  and  she  had  always  borne  and  still  bore  a  good  reputation. 

Upon  these  facts  the  claimant  contends  that  a  common-law  marriage 
between  herself  and  Sebastian  should  be  presumed  to  have  been  con- 
tracted subsequent  to  his  divorce  from  his  first  wife  on  March  18, 1890, 
and  prior  to  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  a  marriage  prior  to  the  passage 
of  that  act  being  a  precedent  condition  of  title  thereunder. 

It  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  law,  as  it  is  a  natui*al  inference  of  fact, 
that  cohabitation  begun  illicitly  is  to  be  presumed  to  continue  illicitly; 
and  subsequent  lawfulness  of  any  such  cohabitation  must  be  established 
either  by  direct  proof  or  by  favorable  presumptions. 

In  this  case  the  only  direct  proof  as  to  a  lawful  marital  relation 
between  claimant  and  Sebastian  is  that  of  their  formal  marriage  in 
June,  1896.  There  is  no  satisfactory  proof  that  prior  to  that  time 
and  subsequent  to  March  18,  1890,  when  he  for  the  first  time  during 
their  cohabitation  became  competent  in  law  to  contract  marriage  with 
another  than  the  one  from  whom  he  was  then  divorced,  there  was,  in 
fact,  any  actual  consent  to  marriage  between  him  and  claimant,  nor  is 
any  consent  to  marriage  prior  to  June  20,  1896,  naturally  or  re^son- 
ablj'^  infemble  from  the  facts  shown. 

On  the  contrary,  the  admissions  both  of  claimant  and  of  said  Sebas- 
tian show  there  was  prior  to  June  20,  1895,  in  fact  and  reality  no  con- 
sent of  present  marriage  between  them. 

Their  agreement  of  February  3,  1893,  shows  they  did  not  at  that 
time  consider  themselves  husband  and  wife.  Consent,  therefore,  ia 
not  presumable,  and  in  the  absence  of  consent  the  mutual  assumption 
of  marital  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  can  not,  under  the  statutes  of 
California,  constitute  marriage,  for  the  statutes  expressly  prescribe 
both  these  factors  as  necessary  constituents  of  marriage. 

It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  herein  that  claimant  and  Sebastian 
were  not  married  prior  to  June  27,  1890.  She  has  therefore  no  pen- 
sionable status  under  the  act  of  that  date.  Rejection  of  her  claim  sls 
his  widow  is  afiirmed  accordingly. 
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FEE.    NO  FUND. 

Annie  C.  Cashner  (widow). 
W.  H.  RossER  (attorney). 

Wliere  there  is  no  fund  from  which  a  fee  can  be  paid,  action  refusing  to  certify  a  fee 
is  proper. 

A'S.<istant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  tlve  Qnnrmssioner  of  Pensimis^ 

Novemher  SO,  1900. 

W.  H.  Rosser,  of  Millhall,  Pa.,  on  July  27, 1900,  entered  an  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  tnatter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  April 
22, 1898,  in  the  claim  under  the  general  law  of  Annie  C.  Cashner,  now 
Zellers,  as  widow  of  Michael  Cashner,  Company  B,  Ninety-seventh 
Poiuisvlvania  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Mrs.  Zellers,  as  the  widow  of  the  above-named  soldier,  was  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  general  law  at  the  time  of  her  remarriage,  February 
25,  1890,  and  had  been  paid  pension  to  December  4,  1889.  In  her 
behalf,  on  March  26,  1898,  the  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  pay- 
ment to  her  of  pension  from  December  4,  1889,  to  the  date  of  her 
remarriage,  certificate  issued  April  22, 1898,  for  this  purpose.  No  fee 
was  certified  to  Mr.  Rosser  for  his  services;  hence  this  appeal. 

It  appears  that  the  entire  pension  was  paid  to  Mrs.  Zellers.  She  has 
been  requested  by  the  Bureau  to  refund  ten  dollars,  that  the  same  ma}'^ 
be  paid  to  appellant,  but  she  has  not  complied  with  this  request. 

There  is  no  published  case  directly  in  point.  It  appeal's,  however, 
that  the  Bureau  has  exhausted  all  legal  means  to  correct  the  error  that 
it  has  made,  and  no  fund  has  been  secured  from  which  a  fee  can  be 
certified  to  the  appellant.  He  contends,  in  substance,  that  a  fee  should 
be  certified  to  him,  whether  there  is  any  pension  due  or  to  become  due 
to  Mrs.  Zellers.  It  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  there  is  no  fund  at  the 
disposal  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  from  which  the  fee  can  be 
certified.     It  has  been  held  that —  • 

Ah  but  one  fee  can  be  certified  on  each  issue  to  allow  pension  in  a  claim  where  an 
att<>rney  refuses  to  refund  a  fee  which  was  erroneounly  paid  him,  action  refusing 
another  fee  to  the  attorney  entitled  to  the  one  ho  paid  is  proj)er.  (Case  of  John  A. 
Burgess,  9  P.  D.,  170.) 

In  the  ease  cited  the  claimant  was  in  receipt  of  current  pension; 
other  material  facts  are  recited  in  the  rule.  In  this  case  no  payments 
of  ix»nsion  are  to  be  made  and  no  fee  has  been  certified.  In  both  cases 
the  power  of  the  Bureau  to  recover  the  money  which  should  have  been 
certified  to  the  attorneys  of  record  has  been  exhausted.  The  action  of 
th(»  Bureau  in  refusing  to  certify  a  fee  to  the  appellant  was  proper. 


150  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

fee  agreemexts-attorneys— minors. 

Minor  of  Henry  Elberson  (claimant). 
James  F.  Rusling  (attorney). 

A  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  in  behalf  of  one  as  minor  child  of  a  r^l- 
dier,  when  antagonistic  to  a  claim  in  behalf  of  others  as  minor  children  of  tlie 
same  soldier  to  whom  the  entire  i)en8ion  has  been  paid,  is  an  original  claim  for 
pension  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4, 1884,  and  when  valid  fee  asiree- 
ments  are  filed  in  such  a  claim  the  law  directs  that  they  shall  be  recognized. 

Assiataiit  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  th^  Coinmiss!rmer  of  I^'n^df^us^ 

JVovemher  30,  1900, 

James  F.  Rusling,  of  Trenton,  N.  J.,  on  May  81,  1900,  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue 
of  September  29,  1899,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  of  Emma  F.  Elberson  (now  Bennett),  as  minor  child  of  Henry 
Elberson,  deceased,  who  sei'ved  in  Company  G,  Eleventh  New  Jersey 
Volunteer  Infantry. 

On  January  11, 1867,  certificate  issued  under  the  general  law  to  allow 
pension  to  William  H.  and  Hope  Elberson  as  minor  children  of  the 
soldier.  The  younger  of  said  children,  Hope  D.,  attained  her  six- 
teenth year  on  December  8,  1877,  on  which  date  payment  of  pension 
ceased. 

On  January  15,  1897,  the  appellant,  in  behalf  of  Emma  F.  Ell>ei*son 
(now  Bennett),  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  as  minor  child  of  the 
soldier  by  his  first  wife.  The  child's  birth  is  alleged  as  on  September 
5, 1855,  and  her  mother's  death  on  February  22, 1858.  Appellant  filed 
January  15,  1897,  articles  of  agreement  for  a  fee  of  1^25,  and  subse- 
quently filed  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  claim. 

Certificate  issued  September  29, 1899,  to  allow  pension  to  the  claim- 
ant as  a  minor  child  of  the  soldier.  On  said  issue  the  appellant  was 
certified  a  fee  of  f  10.  On  appeal  he  contends  for  the  allowance  of  a 
fee  of  $25,  under  said  articles  of  agreement. 

The  Bureau  refused  to  recognize  the  fee  agreements  upon  the  ground 
that  the  claim  was  not  one  of  such  difficulty  and  trouble  as  to  warnuit 
the  recognition  of  fee  agreements,  nor  an  original  claim  for  pension. 

In  the  case  of  Samuel  W.  Frink,  deceased  (35  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  139), 

certificate  No.  30295,  decided  Januar\'  31,  1900,  the  Department  h(»ld 

that— 

A  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  in  behalf  of  one  as  minor  child  of  a 
soldier,  when  antagonistic  to  a  claim  in  behalf  of  others  as  minor  children  of  the 
same  soldior,  to  whom  the  entire  })ension  ha.s  \y^m  paid,  is  an  original  claim  forjHMi- 
fiion  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  wlien  valid  fee  agreement.-? 
have  Ixjen  filed  therein,  the  law  directs  that  they  shall  1x5  recognizetl. 

The  facts  in  the  case  under  (H)nsideration  are  like  those  arisintj  in 
the  case  cited  in  all  essential  particulars.     In  said  decision  the  Depart- 
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ment  stated  fully  the  reasons  why  claims  for  pension  of  the  class 
described  are  original  claims  for  pension. 

It  is  urged  by  the  Bureau  in  this  case,  as  it  was  formerly  urged  ini 
the  case  cited,  that  the  claim  in  behalf  of  a  child,  when  its  share 
of  pension  has  been  paid  to  other  children  of  the  soldier,  is  proceed- 
ings in  the  claim  for  pension  of  such  other  children.  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  it  has  been  clearly  stated  w^hy  this  view^  can  not  be  enter- 
tained. In  fact,  I  can  assign  no  more  reason  for  designating  the  claim 
of  such  a  child  as  a  part  of  the  claim  of  such  other  children  under  the 
conditions  set  forth  than  could  be  assigned  for  calling  said  proceed- 
ings a  part  of  a  claim  in  behalf  of  children  who,  in  fact,  were  not  the 
children  of  the  soldier,  but  who  had  been  allowed  pension  as  his  chil- 
dren. In  the  report  of  the  Bureau  it  is  stated  that  an  injury  to  the 
claimant  is  inflicted  should  a  fee  of  $25  be  certified.  The  question  is 
purely  a  legal  one,  and  it  is  not  presumed  that  the  law  is  unjust.  From 
a  moi-al  point  of  view  it  would  hardly  be  urged  that  the  payment  of  a 
fee  of  $25  to  Mr.  Rusling  for  the  services  he  has  rendered  this  claim- 
ant would  be  unjust  or  inequitable. 

With  more  reason  in  its  support  the  Bureau  suggests  that  there  can 
be  but  one  original  claim  in  behalf  of  the  minor  children  of  the  soldier. 
The  question  is,  what  proceedings  in  this  case  constitute  the  original 
claim,  those  instituted  in  behalf  of  the  children,  William  H.  and 
Hope  D.,  tinctured  with  fraud  as  they  were,  or  the  proceedings  insti- 
tuted in  behalf  of  this  claimants  Were  the  question  to  be  determined 
from  these  facts  alone,  I  should  unhesitatingly  say  that  the  latter  con- 
stitutes the  original  claim  as  for  all  purposes  in  the  matter  of  fee. 
How^ever,  considering  both  proceedings  as  parts  of  the  same  claim 
and  together  constituting  the  original  claim,  it  follows  that  a  fee 
should  be  certified  to  the  attornev  on  whose  shoulders  there  rests  no 
charge  of  practicing  a  deception  on  this  Government.  If,  as  the 
Bureau  states,  it  was  at  fault  in  not  taking  the  necessary  steps  to 
preclude  the  fraud  that  was  perpetrated,  it  follows  that  it  would  have 
been  error  to  have  certified  a  fee  on  the  first  issue  in  the  claim  when 
pension  was  paid  to  the  guardian  of  the  minor  children,  Hope  D. 
and  William  H.  This  being  true  there  is  no  reason  why  the  Bureau 
should  not  certify^  a  fee  to  the  attorney  who  presented  all  the  facts  in 
the  case  and  such  fee  as  he  would  be  entitled  to  for  prosecuting  an 
original  claim  for  pension  in  accord  with  his  contract  with  the  claim- 
ant.    Action  reversed. 


PATHOLOGICAIi   SEQUENCE— CIIHONIC    ASCENDING    NEUHITIS. 

Enoch  Alexander. 

« 

Appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  $36  i)er  month  on  account  of  a  gtinshot  wound  of  left 
leg  and  resulting  total  disability  of  j?anie.  The  right  leg  is  also  shown  to  l)e 
totally  disable<l  and  it  is  claimed  by  the  ap])ellant  to  be  a  result  of  the  condition 
of  his  left  leg. 
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It  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  total  disability  of  the  left  leg  was  caused  by  a 
chronic  ascending  neuritis,  produced  by  the  gunshot  wound,  and  that  the  disease 
has  crossed  over  and  involved  the  right  leg,  and  the  disability  resulting  from 
said  neuritis  is  such  as  would  warrant  the  allowance  of  a  higher  rate  of  pension 
than  he  now  receives.     Action  reversed. 

Assistaiit  Secret ary  F»  Z.  Camphell  to  the  Cmnmissi<yn^'  of  Pensions^ 

Decemher  5,  1900, 

Enoch  Alexander,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  Twelfth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  and  in  Company  G,  Twent>'-second  Veteran  Reserve 
Corps,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  at  ^36  per  month  on  account 
of  a  gunshot  wound  of  left  leg  and  resulting  total  disabilit}"  of  same. 
Certiticate  is  numbered  15162. 

There  is  shown  to  be  total  disability  of  both  legs,  and  the  pensioner 
is,  in  consequence  thereof,  helpless. 

He  appeals,  March  11, 1899,  from  the  refusal  of  the  Bureau  to  accept 
the  condition  of  his  right  leg  as  a  result  of  the  gunshot  wound  of  the 
left  leg. 

Pension  was  originally  gmnted  August  10,  1863,  at  $4  per  month, 
but  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  because  he  again  entered 
(drafted)  the  military  service,  September  20,  1864;  but  pension  was 
subsequenth'  restored  at  $2  per  month,  and  the  rates  were  subsequently 
increased  from  time  to  time  until  the  present  rate  of  $36  was  allowed. 
This  last  allowance  was  based  upon  a  certificate  of  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons,  dated  April  13,  1887,  which  showed  that  the  wounded  leg 
was  totally  disabled  and  the  Bureau  decided  that  this  disability  resulted 
from  the  wound. 

The  character  of  the  wound  and  the  nature  and  history  of  the  disease 
as  revealed  by  the  record  and  certificates  of  medical  examination  in 
the  case,  which  have  been  accepted  by  the  Bureau  as  the  cause  of  the 
total  disability  of  the  left  leg,  are  as  follows: 

The  missile  entered  the  leg  about  its  middle  and  remained  therein, 
as  shown  by  the  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  upon  which  he  was 
discharged  from  his  first  service. 

This  certificjite  shows  that  he  was  found  to  be — 

Incapable  of  j>erfonning  the  duties  of  a  soldier  ])ecauHe  of  gunshot  wound  of  the 
left  leg  received  at  battle  of  Richmond,  Ky. 

The  ball  entered  on  the  out«i(le  of  the  limb  and  jMjjJterior  to  the  fibula  and  ])aH8ing 
down  between  the  fibula  and  tibia,  from  which  place  it  ha«  not  l^een  extracted.  The 
limb  i.s  swollen  and  painful  and  can  not  be  used  without  the  aid  of  a  crutch,  not 
able  to  march  or  do  any  efiicient  military  duty.     Disability  one-half. 

The  first  certificate  of  medical  examination  iii  the  case  is  dated  April 
25,  1803,  and  is  as  follows: 

The  above-mentioned  wound  nuist  have  lH»en  done  by  a  nearly  s})ent  ball  entering 
the  mus<*les  of  the  left  leg,  then  passing  downward  about  3i  inches  and  lodge<i  ik>s- 
terior  to  the  tibia.     The  injury  is  imperfect  motion  of  ankle. 
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He  was  next  examined  April  24,  1876,  when  the  surgeon  reported — 

This*  man  receiveti  a  ball  in  the  outer  part  of  the  calf  of  left  leg,  the  ball  entering 
behind  the  bones  without  touching  either  of  them,  and  is  still  lodged  in  the  leg. 
He  thinks  it  lies  3  or  4  inches  below  the  point  of  entrance,  and  says  in  walking  it 
produces  soreness  and  jiain  in  the  tendo  Achillis.  The  limb  is  of  full  normal  size  as 
the  right  and  presents  no  appearance  of  weakness.  Wound  has  never  oj^ned  or 
suppurated  since  it  finally  healed  in  1863.     General  health  tolerably  good. 

The  certificate  of  the  next  medical  examination  is  dated  May  1, 1878, 
and  states: 

Ball  entere<i  on  outer  aspect  of  left  leg  at  union  of  upper  and  middle  thirds  just  in 
front  of  gastrocnemius,  where  it  api)ear8tobe  encysted.  Complains  of  imn  in  limb 
on  much  walking.     Judiciously  pensioned. 

When  next  examined,  June  9,  1880,  the  board  certified  that  the  sol- 
dier '"complains  of  pain  in  walking,  especially  in  the  ankle.  Slight 
atrophy/" 

A  nite  of  ^t)  per  month  was  allowed  from  the  date  of  this  certificate. 
The  next  medical  examination  was  made  January  12,  1881,  when  the 
examining  surgeon  found — 

*  *  *  the  gastrocnemius  muscle  is  contracte<l  and  the  heel  is  raised  almut  2J 
inches  from  the  flimr  when  the  patient  walks,  his  Ixxiy  being  sustained  with  the  l)all 
of  the  foot.     ♦    *    * 

On  April  5,  1882,  when  next  examined,  the  surgeon  certified  to  the 
following  conditions: 

The  ball  entered  about  the  middle  of,  and  a  little  bac»k  of  center  of  lower  leg  in  the 
l)elly  of  the  muscles.  The  ball  still  remains  just  below,  and  owing  to  the  amount  of 
tenderness  just  below  and  as  far  down  as  the  ankle  I  would' judge  that  the  ball  is 
pressing  on  the  ner\'e.  He  is  unable  to  put  the  heel  down  at  any  time,  esjHjcially  in 
the  act  of  walking.  The  scar  is  about  2J  inches  long  by  1  inch  wide.  He  complains 
of  **  great  numbness  from  the  knee  down  to  the  foot." 

The  I'ate  was  increa.sed  to  ^8  per  month  from  the  date  of  this 
certificate. 

The  next  examination  was  made  March  7,  1883,  when  the  board 
reported — 

There  is  contraction  of  the  tendo  Achillis.  He  walks  on  the  front  part  of  the  foot 
with  the  heel  2  inches  flrom  the  floor.  *  *  *  CUaimant  says  the  api)earance  of  the 
leg  has  not  changed,  but  that  he  has  more  pain. 

On  February  20,  1884,  when  next  examined,  the  board  found  — 

Muscular  atrophy  with  contraction  of  tendo  Achillis,  and  the  htH4  is  IJ  inches 
fruni  the  floor.  The  limb  measurt»s  1  inch  lean  in  diameter  at  In^lly  of  ga.**trocnemins 
than  the  well  leg  at  a  corresponding  point.  We  are  unable  to  locate  the  ball,  but 
think  it  took  a  downward  course.  Tliere  is  some  loss  of  tactile  sense  on  outer  side 
of  leg  and  considerable  loss  of  muscular  iK>wer.  He  complains  of  great  pain  in  the 
limb  and  is  quite  lame  in  walking.  *  ♦  ^^  Tliere  is  loss  of  motion  in  foot  from 
niUM'ular  contractions  and  a^ihesions. 

From  February  18,  1885,  his  rate  of  pension  was  increased  to  ^12 
p«»r  niontii,  based  upon  the  findings  in  a  certificate  of  examination  of 
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said  date.     The  board  making  this  examination  expressed  the  opinion 
that — 

The  ball  is  probably  pressing  on  the  popliteal  nerve  or  its  branches. 

The  board  also  found  atrophy  of  muscles  of  the  leg  and  stated  the 
soldier  moves  the  limb  with  evidences  of  pain  and  in  an  awkward 
manner. 

On  June  9,  1886,  when  next  examined,  the  board  certified: 

The  temperature  of  the  left  leg  is  lower  than  that  of  the  right.  Patellar  ri'llex 
wanting  in  left,  right  normal.  Ankle  clonus  left  side  wanting.  Muscles  of  left  leer 
soft  and  flabbv. 

From  the  date  of  this  certificate  a  rate  of  $16  per  month  was  allowed^ 
and  from  the  date  of  the  next  medical  examination,  November  24,  I88*u 
a  rate  of  $24  per  month,  third  grade,  was  allowed. 

The  certificate  made  on  this  latter  date  showed: 

All  the  muscles  of  thigh  and  leg  are  atrophied  and  flabby.  The  heel  is  elevate* I  by- 
contractions  of  tendo  Achillis  1 J  inch.  Head  of  femur  is  partially  dislocated  upward 
and  backward  leaving  the  trochanter  quite  pronounced,  with  apparent  shorteninsr  of 
the  whole  limb  of  3}  inches.  Nerves  of  sensation  are  normal,  but  moter  nerA^es  seem 
paralyzed.  Patellar  reflex  is  greatly  diminished  on  left  side,  normal  on  right.  Gen- 
eral health  appears  good.  In  our  opinion  the  dislocation  of  hip  is  due  to  paralysis  of 
muscles  of  thigh. 

He  is  unable  to  walk  without  crutches.  The  whole  disability  is  the  result  of  gun- 
shot wound  of  leg.     «    *    ♦ 

The  next  certificate  of  examination  in  the  case  is  the  one  on  which 
the  allowance  of  $36  per  month  was  based,  and  is  dated  April  13,  lss7. 
The  board  making  this  examination  certified: 

*  *  *  The  limb  is  cold  to  touch,  and  the  muscles  are  soft  and  flabby,  with 
considerable  atrophy,  l)eing  from  IJ  to  2  inches  smaller  than  its  fellow.  Pelvis 
tilted  upwartl  on  p^ralyze<l  side  (trochanter  major  is  quite  prominent,  making  an 
apparent  shortening  of  the  limb  of  2  inches. 

There  is  entire  loss  of  power,  but  no  anchylosis  in  any  of  the  joints.  Sensation  is 
partially  lost  only.  There  can  no  use  be  made  of  leg  or  foot  in  walking  or  standing. 
There  is  total  disability  of  entire  limb. 

General  appearance  meiiium.  Mental  condition  good.  Heart  normal,  but  nervous 
in  action. 

Si)ecial  senses:  V=:  10/20  per  Snellen;  hearing,  5/8.  Tongue  protruded  straiglit; 
speech  normal. 

Tendon  reflex  decreased.  Ankle  clonus  absent.  Skin  slightly  aniesthetic.  In 
spine  find  nothing  abnormal  except  a  slight  acquired  curvature  in  lumbar  region. 
Nutrition  only  fair. 

All  the  thoracic  and  abdominal  organs  are  healthy. 

The  ball  has  never  been  extracted,  so  he  savs,  but  can  not  be  found  or  locatcni  bv 
board.  The  paralysis  is  confined  entirely  to  the  left  limb,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 
board,  in  absence  of  any  other  discernible  cause,  is  due  to  reflex  irritation,  caused 
by  wound. 

This  progressive  disability  of  the  leg,  which  the  Bureau  has  deter- 
mined was  caused  by  the  gunshot  wound  is,  from  the  symptoms 
described  in  the  various  ceitificatcvs  of  medical  examination,  clearly  a 
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chronic  neuritis  involving  the  great  sciatic  nerve  and  its  branches, 
starting  probably  in  the  posterior  tibial  excited  by  the  pressure  of  the 
missile,  as  stated  l)y  the  examining  surgeons  in  April,  1882,  and 
February,  1885.     This  disease  is  known  as  chronic  ascending  neuritis^ 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  whether  the  disease  continued  to  progress, 
until  it  crossed  over  to  the  right  leg  and  caused  the  total  disability  of 
said  leg,  as  contended. 

On  March  17,  1894,  the  soldier,  while  in  receipt  of  the  present  rate 
of  pension  of  $86  per  month,  filed  a  declaration  in  w^hich  incrciise  was 
claimed  -"on  account  of  the  right  leg  becoming  affected  and  resulting 
in  total  disabilitv  of  same." 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  an  adjudication  under  this  declara- 
tion; that  is,  there  is  no  record  on  a  face  brief  to  this  effect,  although 
he  was  medically  examined  on  July  2,  1894,  when  the  examining  sur- 
g'eon  found  complete  paraplegia,  and  expressed  the  opinion  that  same 
was  the  result  of  the  gunshot  w^ound  of  the  left  leg. 

In  a  declaration  for  increase  filed  March  17,  1896,  the  pensioner 
alleged  that  he  believed  himself  to  be  entitled  to  increase  of  peiiNioii 
on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of  left  leg  resulting  in  total  disability  of 
same,  and  that  said  disability  had  affected  the  nerves  of  the  lum])ar 
region,  causing  total  disability  of  the  right  leg  in  December,  1893. 

He  was  examined  under  this  claim  on  May  7,  1896,  w^hen  the  exam- 
ining surgeon  reported  as  follows: 

On  examination  of  gunshot  wound  of  left  leg,  I  find  cicatrix  8  inches  below  knee 
joint  on  surface  of  leg.  Cicatrix  is  1  inch  in  length  by  three-fourths  inch  in  breadth; 
is*  adherent  to  fascia  l)eneath  only.  There  is  considerable  loss  of  tissue  about  cicatrix. 
This  leg  measures  13  inches  at  point  of  injury,  while  the  opposite  measures  144 
inches.  I  am  unable  to  locate  the  ball  and  can  not  find  evidence  of  its  exit.  Tliere 
is  no  evidence  of  injury  to  bones,  which  are  easily  outlinetl  on  account  of  atrophy  of 
muscles.  Claimant  is  unable  to  move  either  limb  or  stand  up.  Muscles  are  soft  and 
flabby  in  eat^h  and  give  every  evidence  of  not  having  been  used  for  a  long  time.  He 
is  unable  to  tell  how  many  pc^ints  are  touching  him  at  a  distance  of  4  inches  apart  in 
either  limb  from  hii)s  down.  I  fin<l  no  tenderness  over  any  part  of  spine,  lumbar, 
or  sacral  region.  I  am  unable  to  account  for  this  paralysis.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
si>ecific  trouble  or  vicious  habits.  He  is  esi)ecially  well  nourishe<l  and  evidently 
envoys  good  health  aside  from  paralysis. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  rheumatism.  There  is  a  slight  catarrh  of  nose  and  throat, 
but  no  worse  than  is  found  in  the  average  person  in  this  climate.  He  hears  ordinary 
conversation  at  6  feet  with  either  ear;  membrana  tympani  in  each  ear  healthy. 

There  is  no  organic  disease  of  heart  found  to  exist.  Area  of  cardiac  dullnes.^  and 
point  of  apex  normal.     Rhythm  regular. 

No  evidem*e  of  spinal  irritation  save  i>aralysis  of  the  legs. 

Claimant  has  total  disability  of  right  leg  as  well  as  left.  I  am  unable  to  say 
whether  the  paralysis  is  due  to  gunshot  wound  or  not.  *  *  *  As  to  why  he  is 
unable  to  travel  to  board,  would  say  that  his  only  method  of  traveling  is  in  a  hand- 
cart which  he  works  with  his  han<lH  an<l  is  able  to  wheel  himself  all  over  town.  I 
see  him  at  the  post-ofl!ice  (just  across  the  street  from  where  the  l)oanl  meets)  almost 
every  day,  but  presume  he  is  unable  to  clinjb  stairway. 

There  is  little  the  matter  with  claimant  aside  from  i>aralysis  of  lower  extnMnitics. 
for  which  he  re<iuirett  an  occasional  attendant  (»r  "j)eriodical." 
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By  medical  action  taken  December  2, 1896,  increase  was  rejected  and 
the  paralysis  of  the  right  leg  denied  as  a  result  of  the  pensioned  cause. 
Subsequent  to  this  action  the  pensioner  filed  on  many  occasions  much 
testimony  with  a  view  of  having  the  claim  reopened,  but  in  each 
instance  this  was  refused,  such  refusal  being  based  upon  the  statement 
of  the  medical  referee  contained  in  various  slips  filed  with  the  papers 
in  the  case,  to  the  effect  that  there  is  no  pathological  connection 
between  the  disability  for  which  pensioned  and  the  condition  of  the 
right  leg. 

The  reasons  for  this  holding  are  not  set  out  in  any  paper  filed  with 
the  case. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  last  slip  in  which  this  opinion  is  expressed 
the  pensioner  was  afforded,  the  benefits  of  another  medical  examina- 
tion under  special  instructions  prepared  in  the  medical  division  of  the 
Bureau. 

This  examination  was  made  May  11,  1898,  by  a  member  of  the  board 
of  examining  surgeons  of  Kokomo,  Ind.,  who  reported  in  reference  to 
his  condition  and  the  causes  leading  thereto,  as  follows: 

He  goes  about  the  street  in  a  wheeled  chair  which  he  propels  with  his  hands.  In 
the  house  he  has  a  rocking-chair  which  he  hitches  along  with  his  hands,  one  side  at 
a  time,  the  chair  pushing  the  feet  along.  There  is  a  linear  cicatrix  on  the  outer  side 
of  the  left  leg,  shown  on  diagram.  This  scar  is  an  inch  long,  vertical,  depressed, 
adherent,  dragging,  not  tender.  There  is  no  .«i)ecial  induration  of  tissues  in  calf.  I 
<an  not  locate  the  mi^ile.  The  injured  leg  is  an  inch  less  in  circumference  at  point 
of  injury  than  the  other.  There  is  a  very  slight  petella  tendon  reflex  in  both  Ic^, 
rm/ slight.  No  deformity  of  back  or  spine.  There  are  numerous  marks  of  cupping 
of  back.    The  nervous  system  seems  to  be  unaffected  from  hips  upward. 

Arms  not  paralyzed.  Auscultation  and  percussion  reveal  no  abnormal  condition, 
organic  or  functional,  about  the  heart.  The  history  of  the  case  indicates  that  the 
wound  of  left  leg  together  with  subsequent  suppuration  and  cicatrization  did  injury 
to  nerves  and  caused  continued  irritation,  which  gave  rise  to  ascending  neurotic 
derangement,  which  finally  resulted  in  paralysis,  first  of  left  leg;  afterward,  the  mor- 
bid process  involving  and  destroying  power  in  right  leg.  It  looks  like  a  case  of 
progressive  ascending  paralysis.  The  same  etiological  factors  concerned  in  causing 
the  paralysis  of  the  left  leg  no  doubt  operated  to  cause  paralysis  of  right  leg.  This 
condition  is  described  by  Ranney,  Westphal,  Rosenthal,  and  others.  And  while 
they  do  not  specifically  include  trauma  as  a  cause,  they  are  so  uncertain  alK)ut 
the  cause  that  I  think  a  long-continued  suppuration  as  followed  this  wound  might 
produce  it.  It  recjuires  some  faith,  but  1  am  inclined  to  think  in  this  case  the  gun- 
shot wound  of  left  leg  causc^d  tlie  paralysis  of  both  legs.  The  bladder  and  rectum 
are  not  paralyzed.  He  has  absolutely  no  power  to  use  either  leg;  can  not  move 
even  a  toe.  Has  not  the  slightest  voluntary  motion  in  either  foot  or  leg,  therefore 
can  not  stand  or  walk  alone.  Can  dress  and  undress  imself  and  can  feed  him- 
self, doing  these  things  with  hands  alone.  When  weather  is  good  and  he  is  other- 
wise well,  can  wheel  himself  to  closet;  can  drag  imself  upon  seat  by  his  hands, 
and  then  attend  to  calls  of  nature.  But  if  he  falls  and  is  not  within  reach  of  his 
chair  or  some  other  object  by  which  to  pull  himself  up,  he  is  helpless,  only  by 
crawling  with  his  hands  and  dragging  his  hips  and  legs  along.  In  icy  weather,  or 
when  there  is  snow,  he  can  not  go  about  with  any  safety  to  attend  the  calls  of 
nature.  From  these  facts  it  will  be  seen  that  he  requires,  probably,  the  regular  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person. 
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This  examining  surgeon  concludes  that  the  case  looks  like  a  case  of 
progressive  ascending  paralysis,  and  that  the  same  etiological  factors 
concerned  in  causing  the  paralysis  of  the  left  leg  no  doubt  operated  to 
cause  paralysis  of  right  leg;  that  he  is  inclined  to  think  the  gunshot 
wound  did  involve  the  nerves  and  set  up  the  ascending  neuritis.  He 
names  medical  authorities  who  have  described  the  condition,  yet  said 
authorities  do  not  specifically  include  trauma  as  a  cause.  However^ 
the  bureau  has  already  accepted  the  paralysis  of  the  left  leg  as  a  result 
of  the  wound,  and  in  so  doing  has,  ipso  facto,  accepted  neuritis  as  the 
cause  of  the  paralysis,  because  there  could  have  been  no  other  patho- 
logical condition  which  would  have  brought  about  like  results  under 
like  conditions  and  circumstances. 

It  being  clearl}'^  established  that  ascending  chronic  neuritis  affecting 
the  sciatic  nerve  was  the  cause  of  the  total  disability  of  the  left  leg,  and 
that  said  disease  was  caused  by  the  wound,  it  only  remains  to  be  deter- 
mined whether  or  not  the  neuritis  ceased  its  progress  upon  reaching  the 
iiiacral  plexus  or  spinal  cord,  or  passed  over  and  involved  the  nerves  sup- 
plying the  right  leg,  either  through  the  spinal  cord  (causing  a  transverse 
myelitis)  or  by  passing  along  the  communicating  branches  of  the  sacral 
plexus  to  the  sympathetic.  The  history  of  the  case  shows  that  the  dis- 
ease did  cross  over  by  one  or  the  other  route,  more  probably  by  the 
latter,  as  there  has  been  no  paralysis  of  the  rectal  or  vesical  sphincters. 

The  manifestations  of  the  involvment  of  the  cord  shown  by  paralysis 
of  the  left  arm  (same  side  as  the  wounded  and  paralyzed  leg)  in  Decem- 
ber, 1893,  the  time  at  which  the  paralysis  of  the  right  leg  developed, 
as  stated  by  the  claimant  and  his  physician,  did  not  long  continue,  and 
were  evidently  caused  by  irritation  of  the  cord  when  the  lesion  reached 
the  sacral  plexus.  However,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  loss  of 
use  of  the  right  leg  was  due  to  any  other  cause  than  an  extension  of  an 
ascending  neuritis,  and  he  history  presents  nothing  unusual.  Prac- 
ticing physicians  are  called  upon  to  treat  just  such  cases,  while  authors 
of  medical  text-books  mention  this  tendencv  of  the  disease. 

Bartholow  says  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  Medicine,  of  this 

affection — 

It  ia  important  to  note  that  when  inflammation  occurs  in  a  nerve,  it  may  extend 
from  the  point  first  diseased  upward  (neuritis  ascendent)  or  downward  (neuritis 
descendens).  By  the  extension  of  an  ascending  neuritis  the  spinal  cord  may  be 
ultimately  affected. 

He  further  says  that  the  cause  of  neuritis  may  be  wounds,  injuries, 
and  the  transference  of  the  morbid  action  from  neigh})oring  inflamed 
lissue. 
Dr.  Moiix)n  Price  says  (Disease  of  Spinal  Cord-Dercum) — 
By  some,  chronic  myelitis  is  thought  to  Ikj  the  direct  secjuel  of  an  ascending  neuritis. 

Osier  says — 

A  neuritis  limited  at  first  to  a  peripheral  nerve  may  extend  upward — the  so-called 
ascending  or  migrating  neuritis — and  involve  the  larger  nen'e  trunks,  or  even  reach 
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the  epinal  cord,  causing  subacute  myelitis.  *  *  *  The  inflammation  may  extend 
to  tlie  other  side,  either  through  the  spinal  cord  or  its  membranes,  or  without  any 
involvement  of  the  ner\'e  centers,  the  so-calle<i  sympathetic  neuritis.  (The  Princi- 
ples and  Practice  of  Medicine. ) 

Erh,  in  treating  of  diseases  of  peripheral  eerebro-.*5pinal  nerves, 

savs — 

Those  cases  are  more  intelligible  in  which  inflammation  creeping  along  the  ner\'es 
from  the  periphery — neuritis  ascendens — can  be  clinically  or  anatomically  demon- 
strated, and  which  ultimately  reaches  the  spinal  cord  and  produces  myelitis,  the 
result  of  which  is  paraplegia. 

And  again,  in  reference  to  inflammation  of  nerves,  he  says — 

A  point  of  special  importance  in  reference  to  the  course  of  neuritis  and  to  the 
whole  form  and  complexion  of  many  particular  cases  of  disease  is  one  noticed  by 
various  ol^servers,  namely,  the  disposition  of  the  neuritis  to  propagate  itself  along 
the  nerve  in  a  centripetal  direction  and  to  extend  to  nerves  lying  at  a  higher  plane, 
and  even  to  the  spinal  cord.  Earlier  observers — Rokitansky,  Froriep,  and  others — 
had  alrea<iy  admitted  such  a  centripetal  mode  of  propagation  of  neuritis.  Wier 
^litchell  also  attributes  to  neuritis  a  great  disposition  to  extend  centripetally.  Ley- 
den  is  inclined  to  refer  the  myelitis  occurring  after  affections  of  the  urinary  and 
other  pelvic  viscera  to  a  lumlx>-8acral  ascending  neuritis,  extending  to  the  spinal  cord, 
and  Remak  also  regarded  the  paraplegia  occurring  in  such  cases  as  lx*ing  due  to 
lumbo-sacral  neuritis.     (Cyclopaidia  of  the  Practice  of  Medicine,  Ziemssen.) 

It  would  then  appear  that  there  is  sufficient  authority  for  concluding 
that  an  inflammation  of  the  nerve  mav  ascend  and  cross  over  to  the 
opposite  side  and  cause  the  conditions  shown  in  this  case. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is  regarded  as  well  based;  in  fact, 
there  appears  to  be  no  reason  whatever  to  ascribe  this  pensioner's 
<'ondition  of  paraplegia  to  any  cause  other  than  as  an  extension  of  the 
diseased  process  from  the  left  leg,  which  has  been,  as  before  stated, 
accepted  by  the  Bureau  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  of  that  leg. 

The  medical  examination  made  July  2,  1894,  first  after  filing  hi.s 
<»laim  for  increase,  in  which  he  alleged  that  his  right  leg  had  l>ecoiiie 
useless  b\'  reason  of  the  pensioned  causes,  shows  that  he  was  then 
sufi*ering  with  absolute  paralysis  of  both  legs,  and,  of  coui*se,  this 
condition  is  one  in  which  a  higher  rate  of  pension  than  he  now  receives 
is  warranted. 

The  Department,  therefore,  directs  that  this  claim  be  readjudicated 
and  increase  allowed,  as  indicated.     Action  reversed. 


MARRIAGE  ANI>  DnORCE-EVIDENC  E-PRKSUMPTIOXS. 

Mary  M.  A.  Wood  (widow). 

The  claimant  bein^  unable  to  prove,  by  the  testimony  of  personal  acquaintances, 
that  slie  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  or  to  fumisli 
any  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  soMier's  first  wife,  except  a  sworn  statemi»nt 
made  by  the  soldier  himself  less  than  a  year  before  his  death,  but  all  the  known 
facts,  as  well  hs  the  presumptions  of  law,  being  favorable  to  the  validity  of  her 
said  marriage,  it  is  held  to  have  l)een  a  valid  marriage. 
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A'<'<iJ<tant  Sectrtaiy  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

Decemhet^  5, 1900. 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  appealed  pension  case  (No. 
680087)  of  Mary  M.  A.  Wood,  alleged  widow  of  Matthew  Wood, 
deceased,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Company  K,  Thirty-eighth  Pennsyl- 
vania Infantry.  It  appears  that  the  said  Matthew  Wood  died  on  the 
21.st  of  January,  1896,  and  that  he  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a 
|)ensioner  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
The  appellant,  on  March  11, 1896,  filed  a  claim  for  the  accrued  pension 
due  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  also  a  claim  for  pension  under 
section  3  of  the  aforesaid  act,  as  his  widow.  Both  claims  were  rejected 
in  August,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  unable  to  prove  that  she 
was  the  soldier's  lawful  widow.  From  that  action  she  appealed  on 
September  19,  1898,  contending  that  her  title  as  the  widow  of  the 
iioldier  has  been  fullv  established. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  fact  that  the  claimant  and  the  soldier 
were  married,  by  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  at  Lawrence ville,  Pa.,  on 
July  2,  1868,  there  being  a  cotemporaneous  record  of  said  marriage 
made  by  the  officiating  minister,  a  duly  certified  copy  of  which  has 
been  filed.  Nor  is  it  disputed  that  the  parties  subsequently  lived 
together  as  husband  and  wife,  and  held  themselves  out  as  such,  and 
were  so  reputed  among  their  neighbors  and  friends,  up  to  the  time  of 
the  soldier's  death — a  period  of  more  than  twenty-seven  years.  The 
legality  of  the  marriage  is  questioned  solely  upon  the  ground  of  her 
inability  to  furnish  satisfactory  evidence  upon  two  points: 

1.  That  she  had  never  been  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier. 

2.  That  a  former  wife  of  the  soldier  was  dead  at  the  time  said  mar- 
riage occurred. 

Upon  the  first  point  she  can  furnish  nothing  but  her  own  affidavit, 
for  the  reason,  as  she  says,  that  she  has  no  relatives  and  had  but  few 
acquaintances  in  the  place  where  she  and  the  soldier  wore  married, 
having  lived  there  only  about  a  year,  and  does  not  know  of  anyone 
who  could  testify  that  she  had  not  been  married  before.  It  should  be 
stated  that  she  has  for  many  years  lived  in  California,  thousands  of 
miles  from  the  places  where  her  early  life  was  spent. 

In  regard  to  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife,  there  has  been  filed 
a  paper  purporting  to  have  been  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  soldier 
himself  on  April  5,  1895,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  his  said  first  wife 
died  on  April  14, 1865,  in  Alleghany  City,  Pa.  This  statement  is  made 
on  a  printed  form  which  appears  to  have  })een  prepared  b}"  the  attor- 
neys in  this  case  with  a  view  to  obtaining  from  ex-soldiers  certain  data 
which  might  be  useful,  in  case  of  the  death  of  such  ox-soldiers,  in  estab- 
lishing claims  for  pension  by  thoir  widows  or  dependent  relatives. 
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The  part  of  the  paper  material  to  the  present  consideration  read^  sis 
follows: 

Full  name  of  wife:  Mary  Maud  Ann  Woods. 

Tier  maiden  name  was  Norman. 

Where  married  to  her;  city  or  village:  Lawrenceville;  County ;  State,  Pa. 

Date  of  marriage  to  her:  July  2,  1868. 

Name  of  minister  or  magistrate  performing  the  ceremony:  Rev.  Wm.  P.  Tenbroei-k. 

Name  of  church  where  marriage  took  place  (or  of  which  the  minister  was  pastor)  : 
Rector  St.  John's  Church. 

If  any  prior  marriages  of  either  one,  soldier  or  his  wife,  state  tJiem,  and  where  the  rtiyjr*l 
can  he  found  of  death  or  divorce  of  prior  husband  or  wife:  My  first  wife,  Emma  Hart, 
died  April  14,  1865,  in  Alleghany  City,  Pa. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  this  paper  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt 
that  the  written  statements  therein  responsive  to  the  printed  queries 
were  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  soldier  on  April  5,  1895,  as 
represented. 

It  appears  that  no  record  of  deaths  was  kept  in  Alleghan}'',  Pa.,  in 
1865.  The  case  therefore  stands  thus:  The  claimant  swears  that  she 
was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier;  the  soldier 
declared,  under  oath,  in  1895,  that  his  first  wife  died  in  1865.  Xo 
direct  evidence  corrobomtive  of  either  statement  can  be  furnished. 

It  may  be  stated,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  the  law  alwaj^s  pre- 
sumes in  favor  of  the  validity  of  a  marriage  unless  the  contrary  is 
clearly  shown.  If  the  celebration  of  a  marriage  be  proved,  the  con- 
tract, the  capacity  of  the  parties,  in  fact,  the  validity  of  the  marriage, 
is  presumed.  (Stewart  on  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  125.)  So,  if  a  second 
marriage  is  proved,  the  dissolution  of  the  first  marriage  by  death  or 
divorce  may  be  presumed.     (lb.,  sec.  126.) 

And,  generall}'^  speaking,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  those  who 
assert  the  invalidity  of  a  marriage  and  not  upon  those  who  assert  its 
validity  and  claim  its  benefits.  But  this  rule,  which  obtains  in  suits 
at  law  involving  the  rights  of  contesting  parties,  is  of  little  value  in 
the  adjudication  of  pension  claims,  for  the  reason  that  in  such  cases 
there  are  not,  ordinarily,  two  contesting  parties,  but  only  one  party 
claiming  certain  benefits  under  the  law,  and  upon  that  party  rests  the 
whole  burden  of  proving  everything  necessary  to  estabMsh  his  or  her 
title  to  the  benefit  claimed.  The  question  with  which  we  are  concerned 
in  this  case,  therefore,  is  not  as  to  where  the  burden  of  proof  lies,  for 
it  necessarily  lies  upon  the  claimant,  but  whether  the  evidence  adduced 
is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  claimant  to  recognition  as  the  widow  of  the 
soldier  in  the  allowance  of  pension. 

The  amount  of  evidence  which  may  properly  be  required  in  such  a 
case  is  manifestly  that  which  would  justify  a  careful  and  prudent  man 
in  paying  out  money  intrusted  to  him  for  the  benefit  of  certain  desig- 
nated persons.  He  must  be  reasonably  sure  that  he  is  paying  the 
proper  person,  for  if  he  is  not  he  may  be  called  upon  to  pay  it  over 
again. 
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Where  a  claimant  seeks  pension  as  tiie  widow  of  a  soldier  it  is  a 
propter  and  reasonable  rule  which  requires  that  she  shall  show  not 
merely  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  said  soldier,  but  also  whether  either 
of  them  had  been  previously  married,  and  if  so,  the  dissolution  of  such 
prior  marriage  by  death  or  divorce.  It  was  so  held  })y  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Mar}-  A.  Reynolds  (8  P.  I).,  i^87)  and  Mary  J. 
Stocker  (9  P.  D.,  506). 

It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  the  same  kind  and  amount  of  evi- 
dence of  no  prior  marriage,  or  of  the  dissolution  of  a  prior  marriage, 
is  necessary  in  every  case.  Regard  must  be  had  for  circumstances, 
and  claimants  should  not  l)e  reijuired  to  perform  impossibilities.  All 
that  can  be  reasonably  retjuired  in  any  case  is  that  the  claimant  shall 
furnish  the  best  evidence  of  which  the  circumstances  admit,  and  that 
the  evidence,  viewed  in  the  light  of  such  circumstances,  shall  leave  no 
apparent  reason  to  doubt  that  she  is  the  true  widow  of  the  soldier  on 
account  of  whose  death  she  claims  pension. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  has  given  seeminglv  valid  i-easons  whv  she 
can  not  furnish  the  testimony  usually  required  in  such  a  case.  She 
has  sworn  that  she  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier.  Her  statement  is  certainly  entitled  to  some  weight.  It  is 
consistent  with  all  known  facts.  The  evidence  shows  that  she  was 
only  al)out  22  years  old  at  the  time  of  said  marriage.  There  is  less 
probability  of  a  previous  marriage  in  such  a  case  than  there  would  ])e 
in  the  case  of  an  older  woman.  The  church  record  shows  that  she  was 
married  under  the  name  of  Norman.  The  soldier  stated  in  his  affida- 
vit that  Norman  was  her  "maiden  name."  The  soldier's  affidavit  as 
to  the  death  of  his  first  wife  is  also  entitled  to  some  degree  of  credit. 
It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  he  would  have  sworn  falselv,  nor  is  there 
any  reason  to  suspect  that  he  committed  })igamy.  The  presumption 
is  that  he  did  not.  It  is  worthy  of  note,  in  this  connection,  that  he  was 
married  to  the  claimant  in  the  same  localitv  in  which  he  had  lived 
with  his  first  wife.  A  man  about  to  enter  into  a  bigamous  marriage 
would  probably  have  gone  to  some  place  where  he  was  not  known. 

In  addition  to  the  ordinary  presumption,  which  obtains  in  favor  of 
every  marriage,  and  the  circumstances  above  named  which  tend  to 
strengthen  such  presumption  in  this  case,  there  is  the  weight  to  be 
attached  to  the  fact  of  the  long  continuance  of  the  marriage  relation — 
until  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties — and  to  the  fact  that  nearly  five 
years  have  elapsed  since  the  soldier's  death,  during  which  no  other 
person  has  appeared  claiming  to  be  his  widow. 

In  view  of  all  these  facts  it  appears  to  me  that  the  chances  that  the 
appellant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  invalid  are  so  slight  that  they 
may  be  safely  disregarded.  In  the  case  of  Mary  C.  Buckley  (8  P.  D., 
195)  the  claunant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  in  1877  was  shown  by 
record  evidence,  and  she  lived  with  him  as  a  wife  from  the  time  the 
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ceremony  was  performed  until  his  death  in  1884,  and  \x)re  him  four 
children,  who  survived  the  soldier.  Applic*ant  was  never  married 
prior  to  her  marriage  with  the  soldier  and  no  evidence  appeared  in  the 
case  tending  to  show  that  the  soldier  was  ever  previously  mairied, 
but  all  the  witnesses  stated  that  thev  never  heard  it  intimated  that  he 
had  been  previously  married,  but  prior  to  this  mamage  he  repre- 
sented himself  to  be  a  single  man,  and  the}-  believed  this  and  had  no 
reason  to  believe  otherwise.  Upon  this  showing  of  fact-s  Assistant 
Secretary  Reynolds  held  that  a  legal  marriage  between  the  claimant 
and  the  soldier  was  proved.  See  also  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
America  Hooker  (8  P.  D.,  210). 

For  reasons  above  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  legality  of 
the  soldier's  marriage  to  the  claimant  in  this  case  should  be  admitted. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  ac(»ordingly  reversed. 


I>KCLAUATIOX— AC:T  .TITXE  «7,  1 8«0— <  OMMENCrEMENT. 

Mary  J.  Fisk  (wiix)w). 

Pension  under  section  8  of  naidact  can  commence  only  from  date  of  filing  of  declara- 
tion snl)seiiuent  to  the  soldier's  death,  and  a  declaration  executed  by  the  wife 
prior  to  his  dcivth  is  null  and  void. 

AHft!f<t<i}}t  Sf'er^'tary  F.  L.  CampheU  to  tin'  Commissioner  of  P(>j)MioNx. 

DeA^nnher  fu  1900, 

This  appellant,  Mary  J.  Fisk,  in  June,  1898,  wjis  allowed  pension, 
certificate  No.  465877,  under  the  act  of  June*  27, 1890,  as  the  widow  of 
John  Fisk,  svho  was  a  member,  from  June  24,  1861,  to  August  16, 
1865,  of  Company  F,  Fourteenth  Massachusetts  Infantry  and  of  Com- 
pany M,  First  Massachusetts  Heavy  Artillery,  and  died  January  20, 
1897,  pension  commencing  December  8,  1897,  date  of  filing  claim 
subsequent  to  his  death. 

On  October  11,  1898,  she  filed  this  appeal,  contending  that  the  pen- 
sion should  commence  from  the  date  of  his  death,  because  she  then  had 
pending  under  said  act  a  claim,  filed  December  16,  1896,  for  pension  as 
his  widow  (such  claim  resting  upon  an  alleged  presumption  of  his 
death  bv  reason  of  absence,  unheard  of,  for  manv  vears),  which  was 
rejected  in  August,  1897,  on  the  ground  that  his  death  could  not  be 
presumed,  l>ecause  he  is  shown  to  have  been  alive  October  13,  1893, 
when  he  was  examined  under  a  claim  filed  l)y  him  in  August,  1891. 

This  contention  by  the  widow  can  not  be  sustained.  By  the  express 
terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  the  provisions  of  which  this 
pension  is  allowed,  the  pension  must  commence  from  date  of  filing 
of  declaration  onl}%  which  must  have  been  executed  subsequent  to  the 
soldier's  death.    The  declai-ation  of  December  16,  1896,  was  null  and 
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void.  A  wife  ha8  no  penBionable  status  on  account  of  her  living  hus- 
band's service,  and  can  not  execute  a  valid  declaration  for  pension  as 
his  widow  to  take  effect,  as  appellant  contends,  on  his  subsequent 
<leath,  for  a  divorce  from  their  marriage  or  her  own  death  may  inter- 
\  one,  so  that  she  may  never  become  his  widow,  and  hence  may  never 
ai-(juire  any  pensionable  rights. 

In  order  that  a  person  may  execute  a  valid  claim  for  pension,  there 
must  })e  a  present  pensionable  right  of  some  kind  to  which  claim  may 
be  made;  as  held  in  the  case  of  a  soldier  who  executes  his  declaration 
on  the  day  of  discharge,  as  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Hagarty  (10  P.  D., 
851)).  It  was  held  in  that  case  that  a  soldier  can  not  execute  a  valid 
declaration  fdr  pension  so  long  a«  he  is  in  the  service,  or  until  he  is 
actually  discharged  therefrom,  as  until  then  the  fact  of  his  discharge, 
which  is  an  essential  element  of  his  pensionable  title  (as  is  the  fact  of 
the  soldier's  death  in  the  case  of  a  widow),  can  not  be  alleged. 

The  commencement  of  pension  heroin  was  entirely  in .  conformity 
with  the  law  and  is  affirmed. 


skuvick— war  with  mex1cx>— act  jaxuary  29,  1887. 

Alfred  Williams. 

This  soldier  enlisted  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  States  on  April  22,  1848,  less 
than  nixty  days  prior  to  the  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico  on  May  30, 1848. 
Consequently  his  nervice  during  said  war  did  not  fulfill  the  requiremente  of  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  pension  thereunder. 

AM^tHiaiki  Sf'(^et<inf  F.  L,  Camphell  to  the  Cotiumnfiioru^  of  Ptm^i/ms^ 

Becemh-r  5.  1900, 

Alfred  Williams,  late  a  private.  Company  G,  fiighth  United  States 
Infantry,  was  originalh'  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January,  29,  1887,  as  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  war  at  the  rate  of 
♦8  per  month,  which  was  subsequently  increased  to  $12  per  month, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  and  on  September 
22,  1894,  he  was,  after  due  and  legal  notice,  dropped  from  the  rolls 
upon  the  ground  that  he  did  not  serve  in  the  Army  of  the  United 
States  for  sixty  days  during  the  war  with  Mexico,  as  required  by  the 
act  of  Januar}'  29,  1887,  to  entitle  him  to  pension  thereunder. 

On  January'  28,  1899,  said  soldier  filed  an  application  for  restoration 
of  his  pension,  which  was  rejected  on  April  4,  1899,  upon  the  same 
grounds  upon  which  he  had  been  dropped  from  the  rolls. 

From  this  action  appe>al  was  taken  on  July  11,  1899. 

The  act  of  Januar}'  29,  1887,  provides  a  pension  for  the  surviving 
officers  and  enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia,  and  volunteers  of 
the  military  and  naval  services  of  the  United  States,  who,  being  duly 
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enlisted,  actually  served  sixty  days  with  the  Anny  or  Navy  of  the 
United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en 
route  thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actually  enguj^cd 
in  a  battle  in  said  war,  and  were  honorably  discharged,  and  such  other 
oflScers,  soldiers,  and  sailors  as  may  have  been  personally  named  in  any 
resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  semce  in  said  war. 

The  claim  of  this  appellant  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  said 
act  was  based  upon  the  allegation  that  he  had  served  in  the  Regular 
Army  of  the  United  States  for  sixty  days  en  route  to  and  in  Mexico 
during  the  war  with  that  nation. 

The  official  record  of  the  appellant's  service  in  the  United  States 
Army  shows  that  he  enlisted  as  a  recruit  for  the  Regular  Army  for  u 
term  of  five  years  at  Baltimore,  Md.,  on  April  22,  1848,  was  assigned 
to  Company  G,  Eighth  United  States  Infantr}',  and  served  therein 
until  April  2, 1853,  when  he  was  discharged  the  servic*e  by  reason  of 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  enlistment.  Since  the  appellant  enlisted 
and  served  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  Statt^s,  it  is  apparent 
that  his  military  service  during  the  war  with  Mexico  must  have  termi- 
nated with  the  termination  of  said  war.  It  has  long  been  held  by  this 
Department  that  the  legal  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico  for 
pensionable  purposes  was  May  30,  1848  (McClelland,  Secretary,  in  re 
Michael  Salmon,  3  L.  B.  P.,  9;  and  in  re  Thomas  Bruce,  4  L.  B.  P.. 
261:  also  Assistant  Secretary  Revnolds  to  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
7  P.  D.,  240),  and  since  this  date  is  less  than  sixty  days  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  the  appellant's  enlistment  in  the  Army,  April  22,  1848, 
the  whole  period  of  his  military  service  in  the  Army  of  the  United 
States  during  the  Mexican  war  was  necessarily  of  less  than  sixty  days' 
duration. 

It  is  not  contended  that  the  appellant  was  actually  engaged  in  a  bat- 
tle in  the  Mexican  war,  or  that  he  had  been  personally  named  in  any 
resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  service  rendered  in  said  war: 
consequently  it  is  manifest  that  his  military  service  during  said  war, 
being  of  less  than  sixty  days'  duration,  did  not  comply  with  the 
requirements  and  conditions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  wa> 
not  sufficient  to  give  him  any  title  whatever  to  pension  under  its 
provisions. 

There  is  no  parallel  whatever  between  this  case  and  the  cases  of 
Geiger  (9  P.  D.,  28)  and  Young  (Ibid.,  44),  referred  to  in  this  appeal. 
In  both  of  said  cases  a  period  of  more  than  sixty  days  elapsed  between 
the  date  of  the  soldiers  enlistment  and  the  date  of  the  termination  of 
the  Mexican  war;  in  this  case  there  was  a  period  of  but  thirty-eight 
days  between  the  date  of  the  appellant's  enlistment  and  the  date  of  the 
termination  of  said  war,  so  that  by  no  possibility  could  he  have  ren- 
dered sixty  days'  actual  military  service  in  or  during  the  Mexi- 
can war. 
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It  is,  therefore,  very  evident  that  the  original  action  by  which  this 
appellant  was  allowed  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887, 
was  erroneous  and  unauthorized  by  the  law  and  that  the  subsequent 
action  dropping  him  from  the  rolls  and  rejecting  his  application  for  a 
restoration  of  said  pension  upon  the  ground  stated,  from  which  this 
appeal  was  taken,  was  without  error,  and  said  action  is  affirmed 
accordingly. 

RATE— COMPOUNDING  RATES -GRADK  RATES. 

NiRAM  \V.  Malloky. 

The  claimant  was  pensioned  at  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart. 

Su)>sequently  a  reinsue  was  made  to  inchide  deafness,  but  no  increase  of  rate  was 

alloweil. 
Tlie  next  hi^jher  rate  U>  that  w^iich  the  claimant  w^as  receiving  ia  third  grade,  $24  per 

month. 
There  iti  no  authority  of  law  under  which  specific  ratea  and  general  raten  can  l)e  com- 

jK'>unded  to  make  a  gra<le  rating. 

AMMixtfinf  ASerretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  CommwHum^r  of  Peiiftions^ 

December  5,  1900, 

Nii-ani  W.  Mallor)',  deceasexl,  Company  D,  Seventh  Minnesota  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  certificate  No.  420732,  was  pensioned  under  the  gen- 
eral law  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart  from  August 
7,  18Hl>,  when  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  March  27,  1890,  alleging 
increased  disability  from  pensioned  cause  and  new  and  additional  disa- 
bility from  deafness  of  both  ears,  contracted  at  Selma,  Ala.,  June, 
I8t>5.  The  claim  was  rejected  July  15,  1892,  on  the  ground  of  no 
increased  degree  of  disability  from  pensioned  cause,  disease  of  heart, 
and  no  record  of  the  alleged  deafness  and  claimant's  inability  to  fur- 
nish satisfactory  evidence  connecting  the  same  with  the  service.  The 
(*laim  for  deafness  was  reopened  and  allowed,  and  a  reissue  was  made 
to  include  nearly  total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  slight  deafness  of  left 
ear,  a*s  an  additional  disability,  at  the  i*ate  of  $17  per  month,  the 
former  rate,  from  March  27,  1890.  It  is  from  this  action  that  the 
recognized  attorney's  appealed  September  20,  1898,  contending  that  it 
is  contrary  to  the  evidence  on  file;  that  it  is  error  to  hold  that  the 
claimant's  combined  disabilities  do  not  entitle  him  to  a  rating  of  at 
least  $24  per  month;  and  that  to  make  a  reissue  to  include  the  disa- 
bility, deafness,  and  at  the  same  time  not  allow  any  rating  on  account 
of  it  is  very  much  like  issuing  a  pension  certificate  that  carries  no 
payment  of  pension. 

In  discussing  the  additional  rate  of  pension  claimed  under  this  appeal 
the  sufficiency  of  the  rate  allowed  for  disease  of  heart,  independent  of 
any  other  disability,  can  not  enter  into  the  question,  for  the  reason  that 
th<»  action  appealed  from  is  the  refusal  of  the  Bureau  to  combine  the 
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general  rate,  $17  per  month,  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  and  the 
specific  rate,  fifteen-thirtieths,  on  account  of  deafness. 

The  simple  question  before  the  Department  is  whether  there  m  any 
authority  of  law  under  which  specific  rates  and  general  rates  can  be 
aggregated  or  compounded  to  allow  a  grade  rate. 

In  the  case  of  Abrani  McCuUum  (6  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  Ill)  it  is  held  that: 

Unless  specifically  provided  for,  there  is  no  provision  of  law  by  which  diKabilities 
can  be  considered  separately  and  compounded  so  as  to  allow  for  all  the  pension 
ivhich  each,  considered  separately,  would  aggregate. 

In  the  case  of  Michael  Kelly  (3  P.  D.,  240)  the  Department  held: 

Claimant  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  for  the  loss  of  a  leg  above  the 
knee,  and  claims  also  for  the  loss  of  an  eye,  contending  that  he  is  entitled  to  |63  per 
month  for  the  combined  disabilities.  There  is  no  intermediate  rate  between  $45  an<i 
$50  nor  between  $50  and  $72,  and  the  law  does  not  allow  the  compounding  of  rat- 
ings for  specific  disabilities,  thereby  creating  a  special  rate  for  a  special  disability; 
and  to  entitle  claimant  to  a  higher  rate  than  $45  per  month  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  combined  disabilities  have  resulted  in  permanent  total  helplessnese,  requiring 
the  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

In  the  case  of  Albert  Marshall  (5  P.  D.,  226)  it  was  held  that: 

The  practice  of  the  Department  in  determining  pensionable  ratings  is  govenie<i 
not  by  a  combination  of  separate  ratings  for  separate  disabilities,  but  by  the  sum 
total  of  the  disability  for  manual  labor.     *    ♦    ♦ 

In  the  case  of  Mark  Davis  (10  P.  D.,  185)  it  was  held  that: 

Pensioner  was  receiving  a  rating  of  seventeen-eighteenths  for  neuralgia  and  slight 
deafness  of  both  ears,  result  of  catarrh,  said  rating  being  made  up  of  two-eighteenths 
for  the  first-named  disability  and  fifteen-thirtieths  (the  schedule  rate  at  time  of  allow- 
ance) for  the  deafness  in  that  degree.  Afterwards,  when  rating  of  four-eighteenths 
was  allowed  for  additional  disability  from  chronic  diarrhea  and  piles,  the  total  rating 
w-as  continued  at  seventeen-eighteenths,  because  the  ratings  could  not  be  combined 
to  make  twenty-one  eighteenths,  a  rate  unknown  to  the  law.  Then,  again,  the  scht  d- 
ule  rate  for  slight  deafness  of  both  ears  has  l)een  reducetl  to  six-thirtieths.  This  w  as 
recommended  in  the  last  certificate  of  result  of  diarrhea,  and  six-eighteenths  ff>r 
pains  in  stomach,  chest,  and  head,  result  of  neuralgia.  Thus  the  combined  rates, 
making  eighteen-eighteenths,  kept  the  total  pension  at  the  former  rate  of  seventeen- 
eighteenths  per  month. 

The  ratings  named  could  not  be  combined  to  make  the  third-grade  rate,  or  $24  a 
month,  even  if  they  would  amount  to  so  much  and  as  they  do  not  altogether;  an<l 
considered  as  a  whole  produce  a  degree  of  incapacity  to  perform  manual  labor  equiv- 
alent to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  pensioner  is  not  entitled  to  said  third-grade  rate. 

So  in  this  case  the  claimant  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $17  per 
month  for  disease  of  heart,  a  ^eneml  mtc,  and  the  claim  for  nearly 
total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  slight  deafness  of  left  ear  was  subse- 
quently allowed  as  an  additional  disability,  and  the  rating  of  $15  per 
month  was  made  therefor,  in  accordance  with  the  rates  fixed  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

The  rate  of  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart  had  been  fixed  and 
the  claim  disposed  of  by  the  Bureau  action  of  July  15,  1892;  and  it  is 
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not  contended  that  this  rate  was  innufficient,  but  that  the  specific 
rating  of  fifteen-thirtieths  should  be  added  to  the  rate  already  fixed  to 
make  a  grade  rating. 

As  there  is  no  authority  of  law  under  which  specific  rates  and  gen- 
eral rates  can  be  compounded  to  make  a  grade  mting,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  was  proper,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  affirmed. 


mabkiage  of  slaves— ljlws  of  virginia. 
Frank  Fitchett  (father). 

Claimant  was  one  of  four  slaves  who  cohabited  with  one  Melinda,  also  a  slave,  she 
l>earing  three  of  her  pseudo  hii8V)ands,  including  claimant,  a  child.  The  masters 
of  Melinda  and  claimant  refused  to  allow  a  ceremony  of  marriage  to  be  performed. 

Held:  The  connection  between  claimant  and  Melinda  was  illicit,  the  evidence  show- 
ing that  there  was  no  mutual  intent  on  their  part  to  consummate  a  bona  fida 
slave  marriage. 

The  act  of  February  27,  1866,  of  the  assembly  of  Virginia,  referred  only  to  such  col- 
ored persons  who  had  undertaken  and  agreed,  bona  fide,  to  occupy  the  relation 
to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife.  Mutual  intent  was  a  sine  qua  non  to  a  bona 
fide  moral  matrimonial  relation  between  slaves. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10  P.  D.,  105)  is  reaffirmed. 

AMtiitant  Secretai^^u  F-  L,  Campbell  to  ths  Commissioner  of  Pensixms^ 

Decemher  5,  1900, 

Frank  Fitchett,  alleged  father  of  Nathan  Fitchett,  formerly  a  pri- 
vate in  Company  B,  Tenth  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry, 
ftled  his  declaration  under  the  general  law  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  on  August  6, 181^0,  claim  being  rejected  on  May  9, 1898, 
on  the  ground  that  claimant  had  no  status.  An  appeal  was  filed  hy 
attorney  on  September  3,  1898,  which  is  so  intemperate  in  its  tone  and 
phrases  as  to  render  it  difficult  to  arrive  at  its  assignments  of  error. 
It  is  believed,  however,  to  contend  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  law. 

The  facte  in  the  case  are  as  follows: 

One  Melinda,  a  slave  owned  by  William  Cartan,  and  residing  on  his 
plantation  in  the  lower  end  of  Northampton  County,  Va.,  after 
living  with  two  negroes  and  bearing  each  of  them  a  child,  commenced 
living  with  the  claimant  herein,  who  was  then  eighteen  years  of  age, 
somewhere  about  the  year  1850,  and  bore  him  a  son  named  Nathan. 
Claimant  lived  on  an  adjoining  plantation,  and  stayed  nights  with 
Melinda.  They  thus  lived  and  slept  together  for  the  space  of  eighteen 
months  by  permission  of  their  owners,  who,  however,  refused  to  allow 
a  ceremony  to  be  performed,  when  the  claimant's  master  removed  to 
another  portion  of  the  county,  and  claimant  ceased  to  cohabit  with 
Melinda,  who  shortlv  after  formed  a  connection  with  one  Robbins,  a 
slave,  and  died,  as  stated  by  witnesses,  ''long  before  the  war."    The 
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son  of  claimant  and  Melinda  went  into  the  United  States  service  during- 
the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  after  discharge  lived  and  cohabited  with 
one  Louisa  Brickhouse,  a  married  woman,  until  his  death  in  188H. 
Claimant  is  without  property  of  an}'  kind. 

Upon  the  above  state  of  facts  Frank  Fitchett  asks  that  he  l>e  reco«r- 
nized,  under  the  pension  laws,  as  the  dependent  father  of  Nathan 
Fitchett. 

While  a  slave  was  incapable  of  contracting  a  legal  marriage  (s«h» 
Hall  V,  United  States,  92  U.  S.,  27),  yet  slaves  did,  according  to  cii:^- 
tom,  contract  marital  relations  so  far  as  they  Wi»re  abU*,  and  such  rela- 
tion carried  with  it  certain  moral  obligations  and  duties,  which  wen» 
clearl}^  and  well  defined.  Such  a  relation  did.  later  on,  in  the  slavo 
States,  b}'^  rea»son  of  remedial  legislation,  certain  facts  })eing  shown. 
I'esolve  itself  into  a  legal  marital  stjitus.  (See  Stewart  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  sec.  74,  and  cases  cited.)  Such  a  relation  also  did,  in  some  slave 
States,  and  before  emancipation,  have  a  certain  clearly  defined  legnl 
status,  based  upon  the  moml  obligation  assumed  by  the  parties  wh<Mi 
they  entered  into  the  matrimonial  relation  so  far  as  they  were  able. 

It  is.  clear,  from  a  careful  studv  of  the  decisions  in  the  various  former 
slave  States,  as  well  as  from  facts  of  history  not  disputed,  that  slaveys 
were  allowed  and  encouraged  to  form  bona  fide  moml  matrimonial  con- 
nections, such  connection  being  evidenced  by  certain  facts.  Thest* 
facts  were,  consent  of  the  owner  to  the  union,  a  ceremony  by  a  negro 
preacher,  the  master,  or  the  mistress,  or  some  other  suitable  person, 
consummation  of  the  matrimonial  intent  by  cohabitation,  and  the  recojaf- 
nition  of  such  parties  as  quiusi  husband  and  wife  by  the  white  and 
colored  persons  of  the  adjoining  country.  Such  slave  marriages  car- 
ried with  them  all  the  duties  and  obligations  of  the  marital  state  so  far 
as  such  duties  and  obligations  were  not  inconsistent  with  a  state  of 
slaverv;  and  nuitual  assent  to  be  husl)and  and  wife  was  as  oblioratorv, 
morally,  upon  the  parties,  as  it  was  legally  obligatory  upon  fret* 
persons. 

It  is  not  to  be  doubted  for  an  instant  but  that  the  moi'al  crime  of 
adultery  and  fornication  could  be  committed  by  slaves,  the  same  as  tho 
same  legal  crime  could  l>e  committed  })y  free  persons,  and  it  is  evident 
that  not  every  slave  negro  and  negress  who  slept  together,  and  had 
children,  were  husl)and  and  wife. 

It  was  held  by  this  Department,  in  the  opinion  in  cjise  of  Annie 
Hughes  (8  P.  D.,  455),  as  follows: 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  slaves,  in  tliis  (|uasi  matrimonial  status,  could 
be  guilty  of  an  illicit  relation,  and  that  an  illicit  connection  lH*twecn  a  male  and 
female  slave  could  ae  well  exist  a**  the  same  relation  could  exist  In'twt^en  a  free  male 
and  female.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  parties  in  such  cahcs  that  is  the  governing  fat^tor. 
*  *  *  Two  things  were  of  almost  universal  occurrence  during  slavery,  when  male 
and  female  slaves  entered  into  a  bona  fide  moral  marital  state,  \\z,  the  obtaining  of 
the  consent  of  the  owners  to  such  an  alliant^e  together  with  the  celebration  of  some 
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ceremony  wherein  the  intent  was  expressed  in  a  qua£>i  public  manner,  indicative  of 
the  fact  that  the  parties*  projx)sed  from  that  date  to  sustain  the  moral  marital  relation 
(all  that  they  were  then  capable  of)  of  husband  and  wife. 

Such  projK)sitioiis,  as  heretofore  stated,  are  borne  out  by  judicial 
decisions  in  the  former  slave  States,  as  well  as  bv  history  itself. 

In  the  ease  at  bar  the  evidence  shows,  and  the  claimant  pi-actically 
admits,  that  Melinda,  the  mother  of  the  soldier,  had  lived  with  two 
negroes  prior  to  living  with  claimant,  and  had  had  a  child  by  each 
negro.  She  then,  it  appears,  took  the  claimant,  then  a  youth  of  18 
years,  to  her  l)ed,  and  after  living  with  him  for  eighteen  months  and 
bearing  him  a  son  the  connection  was  broken  off,  and  she  espoused 
some  one  else. 

All  that  the  claimant  and  Melinda  can  be  held  accountable  for,  inas- 
much as  the}'  were  slaves,  is  the  moral  intent  on  the  part  of  each,  but 
such  moral  intent  can  he  and  should  be  sought  for  under  the  same 
rules  and  presumptions  as  would  a  legal  intent,  provided  they  were  not 
slaves;  and,  practically,  the  same  principles  which  would  govern  a 
<'ommon-law  marriage  are  necessary  to  support  this  alleged  slave 
marriage. 

Let  it  be  first  noted  that  Melinda  appeal's,  by  the  evidence,  to  have 
lived  as  the  mistress  of  two  negroes,  and  had  a  child  by  each.  She 
then  takes  up  with  claimant,  who  was  but  18  years  of  age,  with  the 
knowledge  of  their  masters,  but,  as  claimant  states,  their  masters 
would  not  allow  a  ceremonv  to  be  had.  These  facts  show  that  one  of 
the  usual  prerequisites  to  a  bona  fide  slave  marriage  is  absent  in  this 
case,  viz,  a  ceremony  according  to  custom.  And  this  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion, a  perfectly  logical  one  in  view  of  the  facts,  that  while  the 
masters  Mere  willing  that  those  two  slaves  should  sleep  together,  they 
were  not  willing  that  a  bona  tide  marriage  should  be  consummated. 
Such  a  withholding  of  permission  to  marry  would  seem  to  have  been 
entirely  proper  and  natural  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  negress  had 
previously  sustained  the  relation  of  wife  to  two  other  negroes  in  the 
same  section  of  country. 

It  may  be  remarked,  as  a  safe  declaration,  that  where  two  parties 
in  slavery  assumed  the  bona  fide  moral  relation  of  man  and  wif(\  the 
intent  and  its  natural  consequences  were  of  binding  moral  force  upon 
the  jmrties.  The  intent  to  remain  as  man  and  wife  was  inciuubent 
upon  them,  save  only  as  to  those  things  which  were  incompatible  with 
their  state  of  slavery.  When  one  of  the  paities  was  removed  by  the 
master  to  a  distant  portion  of  the  country,  and  when  access  was 
physically  impossible,  the  duties  and  obligations  were  severed.  But 
when,  a.s  in  the  case  at  bar,  one  was  only  removed  to  another  portion 
of  the  county,  the  marital  duties  and  obligations  were  not  sunder(Ki. 
In  this  case,  however,  claimant  admits  that  upon  his  removal  to  a 
short  distance,  he  went  no  more  to  see  Melinda,  and  she  took  up 
another  man. 
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Such  a  condition  of  affairs  points  clearly  to  the  reanonabie  deduction 
that  there  never  wa8  any  intent  on  the  part  of  either  claimant  or 
Melinda  to  form  a  bona  fide  slave  marriage,  as  well  as  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  their  respective  masters  would  not  allow  one  to  take  place. 
The  connection  between  Melinda  and  claimant  was  an  illicit  slave  con- 
nection and  lacks  pmctically  all  of  the  elements  of  a  slave  marriage. 
This  being  true,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  any  pensionable  rights 
that  the  claimant  might  have  as  l>eing  the  putative  natural  father  of 
the  soldier  Nathan. 

Since  the  filing  of  the  appeal  the  attornc}'  has  filed  an  amendment 
in  which  he  calls  attention  to  the  act  of  February  27,  IHHO,  of  the 
geneml  Jissembly  of  Virginia,  and  insists  that  the  terms  of  such  act 
put  (*laimant  in  the  position  of  the  legal  father  of  the  soldier.  The 
act  in  question  is  as  follows: 

1.  lie  it  enacted  by  the  geiwral  awembly,  That  the  fourteenth  section  of  chapter  one 
hundred  and  eight  of  the  code  of  Virginia  for  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty  be,  and 
the  8ame  is  hereby,  amended  and  reenat^ted  so  as  to  read  as  follows,  to  wit: 

2.  That  where  colored  persons,  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  shall  have  under- 
taken and  agreed  to  occupy  the  relation  to  each  other  of  husl)and  and  wife,  and  shall 
be  cohabiting  together  as  such  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  whether  the  rites  of  mar- 
riage shall  have  been  celebrated  l[)etween  them  or  not,  they  shall  l)e  deemed  husband 
and  wife  and  l^e  entitle<l  to  the  rights  and  privileges  and  subject  to  the  duties  and 
obligations  of  that  relation  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  duly  married  by  law, 
and  all  their  children  shall  be  deemed  legitimate,  whether  born  before  or  after  the 
passage  of  this  act;  and  when  the  parties  have  cea8e<i  to  cohabit  l)efore  the  passage  of 
this  act,  in  consequence  of  the  cieath  of  the  woman  or  from  any  other  cause,  all  the 
children  of  the  woman  recognizc<l  by  the  man  to  be  his  shall  be  deemed  legitimate. 
(Passcil  February  27,  1866. ) 

It  is  apparent,  without  discussion,  that  this  act  was  productive  of 
two  things:  First,  it  fastened  the  status  of  husband  and  wife  upon 
certain  colored  persons;  and,  second,  it  legitimatized  certain  children 
borii  of  colored  parents. 

As  to  the  first  no  one  could  be  affected  save  those  who  were  cohabit- 
ing together  on  Februar}'  27,  1806,  and  as  Melinda  was  dead  '*long- 
before  the  war,''  she  could  not  be  cohabiting  on  said  date  wnth  the 
claimant. 

As  to  the  second,  the  condition  precedent  to  the  legitimatizing  of  the 
children  referred  to  was  that  they  should  be  the  children  of  those  who, 
before  the  passage  of  the  act,  "•  shall  have  undertaken  and  agreed  to 
(K'cupy  the  relation  to  each  other  of  man  and  wif(»." 

The  sleeping  together  by  a  male  and  female,  and  the  bearing  of 
children  bv  such  female,  do  not  constitute  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife.  Such  things  are  but  links  in  the  chain  of  facts  which  go  to  prove 
that  persons  are  husband  and  wife.  Mutual  intent  is  a  sine  qua  non 
in  all  cases;  and,  as  has  been  seen  in  the  earlier  disc*ussion  herein, 
nuitual  intent  was  lacking  in  the  case  at  bar.  The  act  of  February  27, 
1866,  therefore,  is  of  no  effect  upon  the  status  of  claimant. 
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The  peculiar  status  of  an  alleged  dependent  colored  father  who  claims 
by  reason  of  a  son  born  during  the  time  that  the  claimant  wa^  in  a 
state  of  slavery  was  fully  discussed  in  the  ease  of  Daniel  Bird  (10 
P.  D.,  105),  and  the  principles  enunciated  in  said  cajse  are  applicable  to 
the  case  at  Ijar,  save  that  the  Bird  case,  supra,  originated  in  Mississippi. 
The  effect  of  sections  4702,  4704,  4705,  and  4723,  Revised  Statutes, 
upon  such  a  claimant,  as  discussed  in  said  Bird  case,  are,  however, 
fully  relevant  to  the  present  case. 

It  can  not  be  too  strongly  asserted,  such  assertion  being  based  upon 
sound  legal  principles  and  deductions,  that  there  is  no  law  which  author- 
izes the  bestowing  of  a  pensionable  status  as  dependent  father  upon  a 
former  slave  who  was  the  natural  father  of  male  issue  during  slavery, 
because  such  male  issue,  later  on,  enlisted  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 
''^The  child  was  nuUius  iilius;  he  had  no  legal  father,  and  could  take 
no  rights  under  the  law  by  being  the  son  of  the  man  who  had  begotten 
him."  Whatever  pensionable  rights  said  child  now  has  are  bestowed 
upon  him  by  statute.     (See  Bird  case,  supra.) 

The  mere  fact  that  a  common-law  illegitimate  child  may  have  a  pen- 
sionable right  through  his  natural  soldier  father,  under  a  statute  to 
that  effect,  is  no  basis  for  conclusion  that  a  natuml  father  may  have  a 
pensionable  right  through  his  soldier  son.  Different  beneficiaries  under 
the  pension  laws  stand  upon  various  footings,  and  unless  the  law  plainly 
and  clearly  bestows  a  pensionable  right  upon  a  person  or  class  of  per- 
sons, such  persons  have  no  pensionable  status. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10  P.  D.,  105)  is  reaffirmed. 

Action  affirmed. 


FEE— LIMrrATIOX-DEPEXIJEVT    PAUEXTS-ACT     .JUXE     Si7,    1890,    AXI> 

section  4707,  r.  s. 
Kathryne  a.  Ratcliffe  (Mother). 

1.  An  applicant  for  a  dependent  parent's  i)en8ion  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make 

and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  lievised  Statutes, 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

2.  S)  much  of  the  decisions  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Darling  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  209) 

as  denies  the  existence  of  such  a  right  8u]>se<iuent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  is  o\'ernile<l. 

Af<MUitant  Secretary  F,  L.  (\iiHpbell  to  the  CoiiDHi^ahnuv  <ff  Pcnnhm^i^ 

December  8,  1900. 

Kathryne  A.  Ratcliffe  filed  on  January  20,  1899,  a  claim  for  ptMi- 
.sion  as  dependent  mother  of  Stephen  M.  Ratcliffe,  late  private,  Com- 
pany B,  First  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  who  died  while  in  the 
service,  during  the  late  war  with  Spain,  on  August  15,  1898.  She 
appointed  W.  W.  Dudley  &  Co.,  of  this  city,  her  attorneys,  and  they, 
on  February  14,  1900,  filed  duplicate  copies  of  an  agreement  on  her 
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part  to  allow  them,  in  case  the  pension  was  ^I'anted,  a  fee  of  l?25.  The 
claim  was  allowed  and  a  certificate  issued  to  the  claimant  on  July  16, 
1900.  The  agent  was  directed  to  pay  to  W.  W.  Dudley  &  Co.  a  fee  of 
only  $10.  From  that  action  the  attorneys  appealed  on  August  0,  liKX). 
contending  that  the\'  should  have  been  allowed  a  fee  of  $25  in  ac^'ord- 
ance  with  their  contract  with  the  claimant. 

Upon  examination  of  the  papers  it  appears  that  the  fee  agreements 
in  this  case  were  not  properh'  executed  in  that  the  signature  of  W.  W. 
Dudley  &  Co.  to  the  same  was  not  acknowledged  before  a  notary  pub- 
lic, or  other  officer  competent  to  administer  oaths,  as  required  by  law. 
This  defect  not  having  been  cured  prior  to  the  adjudication  of  the 
claim  the  contract  was  void.  (See  the  case  of  John  S.  Miller,  7  P.  D., 
347.)  If  there  were  no  other  question  involved  than  the  attorneys' 
right  to  a  fee  of  $25  in  this  case  the  duty  of  the  Department  in  the 
premises  would  be  discharged  by  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal.  Another 
and  a  much  larger  question  has,  however,  been  raised  by  a  new  or 
amended  appeal  filed  by  the  same  attorneys  on  October  5,  1900,  the 
preliminairies  to  which  require  a  few  words  of  explanation. 

The  refusal  of  the  Bureau  to  pay  the  fee  stipulated  for  in  this  case 
was  not  based  upon  the  informality  in  the  execution  of  the  fee  agree- 
ments, but  upon  the  ground  tha  the  case  was  not  one  in  which  a  con- 
tract for  a  fee  in  excess  of  $10  could  be  lawfully  recognized.  It  was 
held  that  the  claim  was  adjudicated  under  the  provisions  of  section 
4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  amended  bv  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  and  that  section  4  of  the  last-named  act  prohibited  the 
allowance  of  a  greater  fee  than  $10  in  such  a  case.  In  effect  the  hold- 
ing was  that  the  claim  was  one  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.  The  attornevs  contended  on  the  other  hand  that  the  claim 
was  made  and  prosecuted  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
without  reference  to  anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
and  that  the  limitation  in  section  4  of  the  last-named  act  as  to  fees  in 
claims  allowed  thereunder  had,  therefore,  no  application. 

In  a  similar  case  (Rosa  Pedrotti,  mother  of  Cipriano  Pedrotti,  Fee 
P.  L.  Bk.,  35,  p.  231)  the  Dei>artment  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  pen- 
sion secured  was  allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  the  law  did  not  permit  the  certification  of  a  fee  in  excess  of  $10 
for  attornevs'  services,  and  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  allowinjr 
pension  under  said  act  instead  of  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes, 
could  not  be  reviewed  under  an  appeal  relating  solely  to  the  amount 
of  the  attorneys'  fee. 

With  a  view  to  making  a  direct  issue  })ef()re  the  Department,  the 
attorneys  in  this  case,  on  SeptemlH»r  13,  1900,  filed  with  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  a  request  for  a  rejuljudication  of  the  claim  and 
allowance  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes.     Their  request  was  refused  on  October  3,  1900,  the  refusal 
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being  based  on  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth 
Darling,  mother  of  Franklin  Rickard  (10  P.  D. ,  244  and  299).  From 
that  action  an  appeal  was  taken  on  October  5,  1900,  the  grounds 
assigned  being — 

1 .  Error  of  law  in  holding  that  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  applicable 
to  a  claim  tiled  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  in  which  all  of  the  condi- 
tions re(|uire<l  to  give  title  under  said  section  are  fully  established. 

2.  Error  of  fact  in  holding  that  under  the  decision  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  all  claims  of  dependent  parents  filed  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  are  tiled  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  was  held  in  the  Darling  case  (supra)  that  the  first  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  simpl}^  an  amendment  of  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  and  did  not  of  itself  convey  any  grant  of  pension. 
As  a  corollary  of  that  holding  it  was  further  held  that — 

A  claim,  therefore,  on  Iwhalf  of  dependent  parents,  when  filed  subsequent  to  June 
27,  1890,  is  filed  under  se<!tion  4707  as  amended.  Claims  should  l)e  tiled  under  the 
granting  act,  which  fixes  the  rate,  and  not  under  supplementary  amendmentj^,  which 
do  not  affect  the  rate.     ( 10  P.  D.,  846. ) 

Still  more  explicitly  it  was  said,  in  a  later  ruling  in  the  same  case: 

The  phraseology  of  your  inquiry  would  indicate  that  you  are  of  the  opinion  that  a 
dei^ndent  parent  could  file  a  claim  subseciuent  to  the  a<'t  of  June  27,  1890,  under 
^section  4707,  as  it  existed  prior  to  that  date.  Such  I  do  not  conceive  to  be  the  case, 
as  by  the  very  terms  of  the  amendment  of  June  27,  1890,  to  section  4707,  the  pension 
can  only  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application;  and  so,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  their  j>ensions,  unless  filed  prior  to 
July  1,  1H80,  must  commence  from  date  of  filing  the  application.  There  would, 
therefore,  be  no  period  of  time  for  which  a  dependent  parent  (not  insane)  could 
draw  a  pension  prior  to  filing  an  application.     *    ♦    * 

To  state  the  ca«e  in  another  form:  All  applications  of  dei)endent  parents  filed  since 
June  27,  1890  (except  in  case  of  insane  parents),  are  tiled  under  section  4707,  as 
amended,  and  there  is  no  authority  for  filing  a  dependent  i)arent's  claim  subsequent 
to  June  27,  1890,  under  section  4707  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  amendment  of  that 
date,  except  in  the  case  of  insane  parents. 

While  it  is  true  that  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  does  not 
contain  any  express  words  of  grant  or  fix  any  rate  of  pension,  it  can 
not  be  disputed  that  its  effect  was  to  authorize  the  allowance  of  pen- 
sions to  a  large  class  of  persons  who  were  not  entitled  to  them  under 
preexisting  laws.  If  such  persons  are,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of 
said  section,  entitled  to  pensions  which  they  would  not  have  been 
entitled  to  otherwise,  is  it  any  misuse  of  language  to  say  that  pensions 
are  allowed  to  them  "under"  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890?  If  persons  who  have  no  title  under  section  4707,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, make  application  for  the  benefits  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  do  they  not,  in  effect,  make  application  ''under"  said  act? 
The  act  itself  speaks  of  "  pensions  allowed  to  dependent  parents  under 
this  act,"  and  provides  that  they  shall  commence  from  the  date  of 
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tiling  "the  applk^tion  hereunder."  It  will  be  observed, eLh),  diatthe 
section  referred  to  does  not,  a8  is  usual  with  amendatory  ntatute^, 
declare  itself  to  be  an  amendment.  It  contains  no  reference  whatever 
to  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  view  of  these  facts  it  seems  to  me  that  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  should  }>e  regarded  not  strictly  as  an  amendment  to  sec- 
tion 4707,  Revised  Statutes,  but  rather  as  additional  legislation  con- 
cerning dependent  parents  of  soldiers  and  sailors. 

Said  section  cle^irly  contains  no  express  repeal  of  anything  in  section 
4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  there  can  be  no  implied  repeal  unless  the 
provisions  of  the  two  sections  are  repugnant,  so  that  both  can  not  stand 
and  l>e  executed  together.  I  am  unable  to  see  that  there  is  any  repug- 
nance. The  manifest  intent  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  not  to 
take  away  any  existing  rights  to  pension,  but  to  establish  additional  or 
alternative  rights.  The  opening  of  a  new  and  e^isier  road  to  pension 
does  not  necessarily  preclude  applicants  from  taking  the  older  and 
more  difficult  route  if  they  conceive  it  to  })e  to  their  advantage  to  do  so. 

It  is  conceded  in  the  Darling  decision  (supni)  that  section  4707,  in 
its  original  fonn,  is  still  in  force  as  to  claims  by  or  on  behalf  of  insane 
l)arents.  It  is  also  in  force  as  to  all  claims  of  dependent  parents  tiled 
prior  to  June  27,  1890.  If  it  is  in  force  as  to  those  classes  of  parent*^, 
it  is  in  force  as  to  any  parents  who  may  desire  to  claim  it**  benefit.^ 
and  who  are  able  and  willing  to  comply  with  its  requirements. 

The  ac*tual  pecuniary  l>enetits  to  be  ol)tJiined  by  proceeding  under 
said  action  may  be  no  greater  than  would  be  secured  undei*  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890 — they  may  even  be  less — nevertheless  the  law  imposes 
no  restriction  upon  the  applicant.  If  he  (or  she)  for  purely  sentimen- 
tal or  fanciful  reasons  pref ei*s  to  make  and  prosecute  the  claim  under 
the  older  law,  he  has  an  undoubted  right  to  do  so.  In  the  case  of  a 
soldier  or  v  widow  applicant  this  right  is  not  questioned.  Why  should 
it  be  in  the  case  of  a  dependent  parent  (  It  is  by  no  me^ins  certain  that 
the  esta})lishment  of  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  old  law  rather  than 
under  those  of  the  new  may  not  at  some  time  result  in  pecuniary 
benetit  to  the  claimant.  Such  would  he  the  effect,  for  instance,  if  the 
limitation  upon  the  arrears  act  of  March  8,  1879,  should  be  repealed. 
But  even  if  no  substantial  ))enetit  could  ever  accrue,  I  find  no  authoritv 
for  coercing  the  choice  of  a  claimant  to  whom  the  law  permits  alterna- 
tive courses  of  action. 

It  appears  from  the  papers  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  that 
the  application  of  the  claimant  was  in  the  form  prescribed  for  an  appli- 
cation by  a  mother  undei*  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes.  It  further  appears  that  she  was  called  upon  to  furnish  evi- 
dence of  her  dependence  upon  the  soldier  at  the  date  of  his  death  and 
of  his  contributions  toward  her  support,  as  requii'ed  by  said  section, 
and  that  she  furnished  such  evidence.     In  other  words,  the  papers  show 
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that  the  claim  purported  to  be  one  under  the  law  as  it  existed  prior  to 
June  27,  1890,  and  was  so  treated  by  your  Bureau  up  to  the  point  of 
adjudication,  but  is  held  to  have  been  adjudicated  under  the  provisions 
of  the  old  law  as  amended  bv  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  It  does  not 
apy)ear  in  what  respect  the  adjudication  would  have  been  different  had 
it  been  made  under  the  old'  law  as  unamended,  except  in  the  matter 
of  the  attorneys'  fee. 

For  reasons  heretofore  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  claim 
should  be  regarded  as  having  been  made  and  prosecuted  wholh"  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  as  unaffected  by 
anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  If  necessary,  a  readju- 
dication  should  be  made  and  a  new  certificate  issued.  So  nuich  of  the 
decisions  in  the  Darling  ca^e  as  denies  the  right  of  a  dependent  parent 
to  file,  subsequent  to  June  27,  1890,  a  claim  under  section  4707  as  it 
existed  prior  to  that  date  is  hereby  overruled. 

It  is  not  intended  that  this  decision  shall  opei'ate  so  as  to  permit 
claimants  to  be  misled  into  making  claims  detrimental  to  their  inter- 
ests for  the  benefit  of  their  attorneys.  You  are  therefore  respect- 
fully requested,  whenever  an  application  for  a  dependent  parents'  pen- 
sion shall  hereafter  be  filed  which  does  not  specifically  invoke  the 
benefits  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  to  advise  the  claimant  fully,  before 
calling  for  evidence,  as  to  his  or  her  rights  and  privileges  under  both 
laws,  vrith  particular  reference  to  the  rate  and  commencement  of  the 
pension,  if  allowed,  the  proof  required,  and  the  fee  which  may  be 
demanded  by  the  attorney.  Such  applicant  should  then  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  elect  under  which  law  the  application  shall  be  prose- 
cuted. The  same  rule  may  })c  followed  in  regard  to  pending  applica- 
tions filed  since  June  27,  1890,  in  which  the  claimant's  right  to  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  has  not  been 
established. 


COMMEVC.'EMEXT— SECTIONS    ITJJO  AXD  1713,  REVISED  STATI^TES. 

William  McClain. 

I'mler  the  proWsions  of  Hection4713,  Revised  Statute  ,  pension,  H  allowe<l,  could  only 
commence  from  <late  of  filing  the  lant  niater.al  evidence  necenvary  to  (•onii>U*ti* 
the  claim. 

AMx/jfta?it  Secretary  F.  L,   OamjMI  to  the  (kmnnlHHHmer  of  Prnx}oni<^ 

Ihcrrnh^^  S\  1900. 

William  McClain,  of  Company  F,  First  Illinois  Volunteers,  Certificate 
No.  18190,  Mexican  war  series,  is  pensioned  under  the  acts  of  January 
29, 1887,  and  January  5, 1893,  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month. 

He  filed  his  original  declaration  under  the  general  law  May  5, 1886, 
alleging  dislocation  of  right  wrist    in  1848.     July  25, 1898,  he  til^ 
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another  declaration  alleging  injury  to  wrist,  arm,  and  hand,  diarrhea, 
disease  of  digestive  organs  and  rectum,  and  rheumatism.  The  claim 
was  rejected  August  5, 1899,  on  the  ground  of  no  record  or  other  sat- 
isfactory evidence  showing  origin  in  service  of  injury  to  right  wrist, 
arm,  and  hand,  diarrhea,  disease  of  digestive  organs  and  rectum,  and 
rheumatism,  and  no  medical  or  other  satisfactory  evidence  showinj.' 
existence  at  discharge  or  for  a  long  time  thereafter,  and  claimant's 
inability  to  furnish  the  necessar}'  evidence  to  estiiblish  the  case. 

From  this  action  the  recognized  attorney  appealed  September  \K 
1899,  contending  that  the  same  is  unjust,  the  evidence  showing  that 
the  disabilities  alleged  were  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  claimant  wa< 
enrolled  May  4,  1847,  and  was  mustered  out  October  18,  1848.  No 
evidence  of  alleged  disabilities. 

The  returns  for  May,  1848,  show  captain,  second  lieutenant,  2  ser- 
geants, and  14  privates  absent  on  an  expedition  against  the  Navajo 
Indians.     The  claimant  is  not  shown  absent  at  this  time. 

Charles  P.  Holdeh  and  David  A.  McCuUy,  comrades,  testify  in  ])re- 
pared  affidavits  filed  May  5,  1889,  that  they  were  infonned  that  th(» 
claimant  was  thrown  from  a  mule  while  on  a  scout. 

In  a  subsequent  affidavit,  also  prepared  for  the  occasion,  filed  April 
4,  1899,  McCully  testified  that  the  claimant  also  conti'acted  diarrhea 
while  in  the  service.  In  reply  to  a  Bureau  letter  for  particulars  of  the 
alleged  injury  of  arm,  he  stated  that  he  did  not  see  the  injured  arm  and 
can  not  state  the  nature  of  the  injury. 

Jesse  Warren,  comrade,  also  testified  in  prepared  affidavits  filed  Feb- 
ruary 21,  1889,  and  September  14,  1898,  that  claimant  sustained  an 
injury  to  his  arm  by  being  thrown  from  a  mule. 

This  testimony,  filed  half  a  century  after  discharge,  is  not  of  a  char- 
acter that  w^ould  warrant  the  presumption  that  the  alleged  injury  to 
right  arm  wa^j  received  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  or  that  the 
alleged  diarrhea,  disease  of  digestive  organs  and  rectum,  and  rheuma- 
tism originated  in  the  service. 

This  claim  comes  under  the  provisions  of  section  4730,  Revised  Stat- 
utes United  States,  gi'anting  pensions  to  the  soldiers  of  the  Regular  or 
Volunteer  Army  of  the  United  States  who  served  in  the  war  with 
Mexico. 

The  date  of  commencement  of  pension  in  this  class  of  claims  is  gov- 
erned b}^  Jsection  4713,  Revised  Statutes  United  States,  which  reads  a.> 
follows: 

In  all  cases  in  which  the  cause  of  disability  or  death  originated  in  the  service 
prior  to  the  fourth  day  of  March,  eighteen  hundred  and  nixty-one,  and  an  applica- 
tion for  i^ension  shall  not  have  been  filed  within  three  years  from  the  dischargt*  or 
death  of  the  person  on  whose  account  the  claim  is  made,  or  within  three  years  of 
the  termination  of  a  jx^nnion  previously  granted  on  account  of  the  service  and  death 
of  the  same  person,  the  pension  shall  conmience  from  the  date  of  filing  by  the  party 
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prosecating  the  claim  the  last  paper  requieite  to  establish  the  same.  But  no  claim 
allowed  prior  to  the  sixth  day  of  Jmie,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  shall  be 
affected  by  anything  herein  contained. 

Hence,  even  if  pension  were  allowed  in  this  ease,  it  could  only  com- 
mence from  date  of  filing  the  last  material  evidence  necessaiy  to  com- 
plete the  claim. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  in 
this  case,  that  the  Bureau  action  of  rejecting  the  claim  on  the  grounds 
stated  was  proper,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 


SBBVICS-ACr  JUIiY  «7,  189»-SABIN£  INDIAN  TVAB. 

R.  G.  English. 

The  Sabine  Indian  war  not  being  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27,  1892, 
the  soldiers  who  served  therein  are  not  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Ca/raphell  to  the  Corriinissioner  of  Pensions^ 

December  17^  1900. 

R.  G.  English  filed  on  March  29,  1895,  an  application  for  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  alleging,  as  the  basis 
of  such  application,  seiTice  in  Captain  Walker's  company  of  Oldham 
Grays,  Hunt's  Regiment  Kentucky  Volunteers,  in  the  Sabine  Indian 
war.  His  application  was  rejected  in  May,  1896,  on  the  ground  that 
his  service  was  not  in  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27, 
1892.  He  was  granted  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  by  a  special  act  of 
Congress  approved  April  11,  1898.  He  appealed  on  October  3,  1898, 
from  the  rejection  of  his  claim  under  the  general  act  of  July  27,  1892, 
his  contention  being  that  said  act  was  intended  to  pension  the  survivors 
of  all  Indian  wars  between  the  years  1832  and  1842;  that  the  naming 
therein  of  certain  wars  was  not  a  limitation  of  its  provisions  to  the 
survivors  of  the  wars  specifically  named;  that  the  Seminole  war 
named  in  said  act  did  not  occur  between  the  dates  mentioned,  and  the 
survivors  of  that  war  are  therefore  not  pensionable  under  the  afore- 
said act;  and  that  it  is  clear  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  word 
"Seminole"  as  it  occurs  in  said  law  was  a  clerical  error  and  evidently 
the  word  "  Sabine"  was  intended. 

The  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  reports,  under  date  of  May  2, 
1895,  that  the  muster  roll  of  Capt.  John  E.  Walker's  company  of  Ken 
tucky  Volunteers  shows  that  R.  G.  English  was  enrolled  as  a  sergeant 
August  17,  1836,  and  discharged  September  18,  1836,  and  that  he  was 
paid  for  one  month  under  section  3,  act  of  March  1, 1837,  but  received 
no  travel  pay. 

A  report  from  the  Record  and  Pension  Office  of  the  War  Department, 
dated  April  10,  1896,  states  that  Captain  Walker's  company  of  Ken- 
tucky Mounted  Gunmen,  in  service  from  August  17,  1836,  to  Scptem- 

P.  D. — ^VOL.  11 12 
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ber  18,  1836,  was  called  out  for  the  protection  of  the  Sabine  frontier. 
(1836)  under  authority  of  General  Gaines,  approved  by  the  War 
Department. 

The  act  of  July  27,  1892,  is  entitled  "An  act  granting  pensions  to 
the  survivors  of  the  Indian  wars  of  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-two 
to  eighteen  hundred  and  fort3^-two5  inclusive,  known  as  the  Black 
Hawk  war,  Creek  war,  Cherokee  disturbances,  and  the  Seminole  war." 

The  enacting  clause  reads  as  follows: 

Be  H  enadedj  etc.y  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  ifl  hereby,  author- 
ized and  directed  to  place  on  the  pension  roll  the  names  of  the  surviving  officers  and 
enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia,  and  volunteers  of  the  military  and  naval 
service  of  the  United  States,  who  served  for  thirty  days  in  the  Black  Hawk  war,  the 
Creek  war,  the  Cherokee  disturbances,  or  the  Florida  war  with  the  Seminole  Indians, 
embracing  a  period  from  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-two  to  eighteen  hundred  and 
forty-two,  inclusive,  and  were  honorably  discharged,  and  such  other  officers,  soldiers, 
and  sailors  as  may  have  been  personally  named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress,  for 
any  specific  service  in  said  Indian  wars,  although  their  term  of  service  may  have 
been  less  than  thirty  days. 

The  act  confers  upon  the  Department  no  authority  to  pension  the 
soldiers  of  any  war  except  those  therein  named — the  Black  Hawk 
war,  the  Creek  war,  the  Cherokee  disturbances,  and  the  Florida  war 
with  the  Seminole  Indians.  The  designation  of  the  period  within 
which  said  wars  occurred  can  not  be  regarded  as  giving  the  act  a  wider 
scope,  or  as  manifesting  an  intent  to  include  all  wars  which  occurred 
during  that  period,  its  evident  purpose  being  rather  to  denote  more 
clearly  the  particular  wars  meant,  inasmuch  as  there  had  been  more 
than  one  war  with  the  Creek  Indians,  and  also  with  the  Seminole 
Indians  of  Florida. 

The  appellant  says  the  Seminole  war  did  not  occur  between  1832  and 
1842.  There  was  a  Seminole  Indian  war  in  1817-18,  but  there  was 
also  one  between  the  years  1835  and  1842,  and  it  is  the  latter  to  which 
the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  refers.  The  argument  that  the  word  "  Semi- 
nole" was  inadvertently  used  in  said  act  for  the  word ''Sabine"  is, 
therefore,  without  any  foundation. 

It  can  not  be  assumed  that  because  Congress  saw  fit  to  pension  the 
survivors  of  certain  wars  which  occurred  between  1832  and  1842  it 
intended  to  pension  the  survivors  of  all  wars  which  occurred  between 
those  date>s.  There  is  no  apparent  reason  why  the  participants  in  wars 
occurring  during  that  period  of  time  should  be  favored  above  the  par- 
ticipants in  wars  occurring  during  any  other  period.  It  is  reasonable 
to  suppose,  therefore,  that  some  other  consideration  than  the  time  at 
which  the  wars  occurred  determined  the  action  of  Congress  in  pen- 
sioning the  survivors  of  the  wars  named.  It  is  probable  that  the 
Sabine  disturbance  was  not  regarded  as  of  sufficient  magnitude  or 
importance  to  warrant  its  inclusion.  However  that  may  have  been,  it 
was  not  included  either  by  express  words  or  by  necessary  implication. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 
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DISABLLITY-ACT  JUNE  «7,  180O-AGE. 

J.  Louis  Will. 

The  fact  that  a  claimant  has  attained  the  age  of  65  years  does  not  entitle  him  to 
pension,  per  se,  mider  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  his 
mental  or  physical  condition,  and  such  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the 
case  of  Frands  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68);  hut  the  evidence  in  this  case  disclosing 
the  fact  that  claimant  is  hy  trade  a  pattern  maker,  and  that  hy  reason  of  age, 
disease  of  heart,  limitation  of  motion  in  knee  and  shoulder,  enlaiged  veins  of  leg, 
and  stiffness  and  limitation  and  atrophy  of  hand  he  is  unahle  to  follow  said 
occupation,  the  action  rejecting  his  claim  was  error,  and  is  reversed.  (Charles 
Stone,  8  P.  D.,  477,  and  William  Featherly,  9  P.  D.,  106.) 

A.8sistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  CwrnniAmioner  of  Perisiom^ 

December  29,  1900. 

J.  Louis  Will,  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  seventy-first  Ohio 
Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  claim  July  28,  1892,  No.  1039255,  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  as  disabling  causes  malarial  trouble 
and  piles.  The  claim  was  rejected  April  20,  1892,  on  the  ground  of 
no  ratable  disability.  He  filed  another  claim  January  16,  1897,  alleg- 
ing malarial  poisoning,  disease  of  heart,  piles,  disease  of  rectum,  and 
disability  of  left  hand  and  rheumatism  as  disabling  causes.  This  claim 
was  rejected  April  1,  1898,  also  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable  disability 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  claimant  was  not  65  years  of 
age  at  date  of  filing  either  declaration. 

From  this  action  the  recognized  attorney  appealed  October  5,  1898, 
contending  that  a  pension  should  have  been  granted  to  this  claimant 
from  the  date  of  his  becoming  65  years  of  age  (June  27,  1897). 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  of  August  4,  1897,  upon 
which  the  last  action  was  based,  shows  the  following  condition: 

Pulse  rate,  88;  respiration,  19;  temperature,  98.6;  height,  5  feet  8  inches;  weight, 
160  pounds;  age,  65  years.  His  tongue  is  heavily  coated  all  over  and  has  numerous 
short,  superficial  fissures.  His  state  of  nutrition  is  fair.  His  liver,  spleen,  and  other 
abdominal  viscera  are  normal.  His  heart's  action  is  rapid  and  weak  with  an  occa- 
sional irregular  intermission  with  an  upheaval.  Impulse  diminished,  no  valvular  mur- 
murs, area  of  dullness  and  location  of  apex  beat  normal.  His  right  knee  measures  3 
inches  more  than  the  left,  is  swollen  and  very  tender;  motion  limited  one-half.  The 
left  shoulder  is  tender,  measures  1  inch  more  than  right;  motion  is  limited  alx>u  tone- 
fourth.  He  has  a  few  enlarged  veins  on  both  legs,  not  giving  any  trouble.  All 
other  joints  and  tendons  normal  at  this  time  (except  left  hand).  His  anus  and  rec- 
tum are  normal  at  this  time.  The  first,  middle,  and  ring  fingers  of  left  hand  can  be 
flexed  only  to  within  1  inch  of  palm;  the  thumb,  within  1  inch;  little  finger  nor- 
mal. The  flexor  tendons  are  stiff  and  have  adhesions  to  prevent  normal  action. 
The  muscles  of  the  hand  are  soft  and  atrophied.    The  grasp  of  the  hand  is  weak. 

George  Kress  and  George  Adler,  fellow-workmen,  testify  in  affida- 
vits filed  January  16,  1897,  that  the  claimant  is  a  pattern  maker  in 
safes  and  locks  by  trade,  and  that  for  the  past  two  years  he  has  not 
worked,  as  he  is  getting  old  and  crippled  up  with  ailments. 
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Dr.  T.  H.  Phillips,  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  the  Bureau  July  28,  1892, 
testified  that  claimant  came  to  him  September  7,  1878,  suffering  with 
inflammation  of  left  hand,  which  resulted  in  suppuration  of  both  the 
back  and  palm  of  the  hand;  that  the  inflammation  was  so  extensive 
that  adhesions  took  place,  and  that  the  hand  is  crippled  and  claimant 
is  unable  to  close  it  more  than  one-half. 

The  medical  referee  in  his  report  of  October  6,  1900,  states: 

A  careful  review  of  the  evidence  presented  by  the  claimant  and  the  certificates  of 
examination  in  the  case  fails  to  show  the  existence  of  a  permanent  disability  in  a 
degree  to  materially  impair  his  ability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor,  and  does 
not  warrant  the  allowance  of  the  minimum  rate  under  the  act  of  June  27,.  1890. 

There  is  no  authority  in  law  or  practice  for  the  allowance  of  pension  for  senility 
from  the  date  a  claimant  becomes  65  years  of  age,  but  if  he  had  attained  that  age 
prior  to  the  date  of  filing  his  claim  the  minimum  rate  could  be  allowed  from  the 
latter  date.  As  no  special  indications  of  senility  are  shown  in  this  case,  and  as  there 
is  no  date  from  which  pension  could  have  been  commenced  after  he  attained  the  age 
of  65  years,  there  was  no  warrant  for  the  allowance  of  a  rate  for  senility. 

The  last  declaration  was  filed  January  16,  1897,  and  the  claimant 
became  65  years  of  age  June  27,  1897. 

The  appeal  seems  to  proceed  on  the  theory  that  the  claimant  having 
attained  the  age  of  65  years  is  entitled  to  pension,  per  se,  under  sec- 
tion 2,  act  of  June  27, 1890,  regardless  as  to  what  his  mental  or  phys- 
ical condition  may  be;  and  there  appears  to  be  a  general  tendency  on 
part  of  claimants  and  attorneys  to  take  it  for  granted  that  this  theory 
is  conclusive.  Such,  however,  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the  case 
of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68),  in  which  the  age  rule  was  laid  down. 

In  discussing  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  allowing  age  to 
enter  as  a  factor  to  show  inability  to  earn  a  support  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  the  Frank  case. 
Assistant  Secretary  Davis  said: 

*  *  *  Age  alone  is  a  more  or  less  uncertain  basis  for  determining  title;  some 
men  are  senile  at  50,  while  others  are  comparatively  vigorous  at  a  later  age. 

I  therefore  hold  that  unless  the  evidence  and  medical  examinations  disclose  an 
unusual  vigor  and  activity  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  (the  base  of  title 
under  the  statute) ,  a  claimant  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  who  has 
attained  the  age  of  65  years,  should  be  deemed  entitled  to  at  least  the  minimum  rate 
of  pension  provided  by  that  act. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  claimant  is  66  years  of  age.  He  was  found 
to  be  suffering,  at  least  in  a  mild  degree,  from  chronic  cystitis,  enlarged  prostate, 
rheumatism,  defective  eyesight  (arcus  senilis,  due  alone  to  effects  of  age) ,  and  lum- 
bago. 

The  holding  therein  was  evidently  based  upon  the  generous,  if  not 
gratuitous,  supposition  that  a  man  having  attained  the  age  of  66  years 
is  ordinarily  so  incapacitated  by  reason  of  senility  as  to  interfere  with 
his  earning  a  support  to  an  appreciable  extent. 

However,  in  meeting  the  issue  raised  by  the  attorney  the  question 
as  to  the  correctness  of  the  principle  involved  in  the  Frank  case  need 
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not  be  discussed,  as  the  claimant  was  not  65  years  of  age  at  the  time 
of  filing  his  application;  and  as  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  must  be  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  claim, 
there  is  no  date  from  which  pension  could  be  made  to  commence  on 
account  of  age. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  shows  the  right  knee  swollen 
and  tender,  and  measuring  8  inches  larger  than  the  left,  indicating  an 
infiamed  condition  of  the  knee,  which  is  limited  in  motion  one-half. 
The  thumb,  first,  middle,  and  ring  fingers  of  left  hand  can  be  flexed 
only  to  within  1  inch  of  the  palm,  and  the  left  shoulder  is  tender, 
measures  1  inch  more  than  the  right  and  motion  is  limited  one-fourth. 
There  are  also  some  large  veins  on  both  legs. 

These  disabilities  would  necessarily  interfere  with  and  diminish  con- 
siderably the  claimant's  ability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor 
within  the  measuring  of  the  terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  the  case  of  William  Featherly  (9  P.  D.,  106)  the  Department  held 
that — 

The  claimant  is  by  trade  a  Btone  mason,  the  condition  of  his  hand  being  such  as  to 
prevent  his  working  at  his  trade^and  being  too  old  to  learn  another  it  is  held  that  he 
has  a  pensionable  statos  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  (Reaffirming  departmental 
decision  in  the  case  of  Charles  Stone,  8  P.  D.,  477. ) 

Upon  full  and  careful  consideration  of  the  case  in  hand  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  a  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor 
has.  been  shown  to  exist  from  all  causes  described  that  entitles  the 
claimant  to  pension  under  section  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  therefore  reversed  and  the  papers  in 
the  case  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication  of  this  claim,  allow- 
ing pension  from  the  date  of  filing  the  last  declaration  January  16, 1897. 


MARIOAOE  OF  COLORED  PERSON»-SBCnOX  4706,  REVISEI>  STATUTES- 
EVIDENCE. 

LuciNDA  Harris  (alleged  widow). 

A  claimant  who  relies  upon  the  rale  of  evidence  provided  in  section  4705,  Revised 
Statutes,  must  show,  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  date  of  enlist- 
ment, when  the  latter  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherwise,  that  she  lived  with 
him  up  to  the  date  of  death. 

Assifttant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  CommiHmoner  of  Pen^hms^ 

Jarvuary  5,  1901, 

Richard  Harris,  colored,  formerly  a  slave  in  the  State  of  Mississippi, 
enlisted  at  Natchez  in  said  State,  on  October  19,  1804,  in  Company  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  which  organization 
be  was  honorably  dischai-ged  on  March  15, 1866.  It  also  appears  that 
while  a  slave,  prior  to  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  he  was  in  said  State 
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joined  in  maiTiage  to  one  Lucinda,  also  a  slave,  according  to  slave  cus- 
tom, by  a  ceremony  deemed  by  them  to  be  obligatory,  and  that  they 
habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  so  regarded 
by  their  neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  his 
enlistment.  It  also  appears  that  the  said  soldier  has  never  been  seen 
or  heard  from  since  the  date  of  his  discharge,  and  no  intelligence  of 
of  hLs  existence  has  been  received. 

On  July  19,  1890,  Lucinda  Harris,  applied  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  claim  was  rejected  on 
November  29,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  slave  marriages  are  not 
regarded  as  having  established  a  valid  relation  by  the  Bureau  of  Pen- 
sions, and  upon  the  further  ground  that  the  soldier  did  not  return  to 
the  claimant  subsequent  to  his  discharge. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  December  28,  1898,  based 
upon  the  provisions  of  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of 
March  13,  1896. 

There  are  two  essential  conditions  mentioned  in  said  section  relating 
to  the  validity  of  a  slave  marriage  as  it  is  therein  recognized  for  pen- 
sionable purposes,  which  are  set  forth  in  the  following  language: 
"And  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlistment,  when  such 
soldier  or  sailor  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  othei'wise,  to  date  of  death." 
It  will  be  observed  tiiat  neither  of  those  conditions  is  present  in  the 
case  at  bar.  The  soldier  did  not  die  in  the  service,  nor  did  he  and  the 
claimant  live  together  as  man  and  wife  from  the  termination  of  bis 
military  service  up  "to  date  of  death."  Congress  seems  to  bsLve 
intended  that  proof  of  a  marriage  ceremony  alone  should  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  create  the  pensionable  status  contemplated  in  said  section, 
but  that  one  of  the  above-enumerated  conditions  should  constitute  an 
essential  element  in  the  marital  relations  therein  described.  Neither 
of  these  conditions  being  present  in  the  case  now  pending,  the  claim 
was  properly  rejected  on  that  ground. 

The  claimant  invokes  the  benefit  of  the  rule  of  evidence  provided 
in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  pointing  out  the  fact  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  that  no  intelligence  of  the  soldier's  existence  has  been 
received  since  the  termination  of  his  military  service  in  1866.  This 
evidence,  it  is  contended,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  above  men- 
tioned, constitutes  sufficient  proof  of  death.  Under  the  peculiar  facts 
in  this  case  said  act  of  March  13,  1896,  can  not  avail  the  claimant,  f  oi 
the  reason  that  positive  proof  of  the  death  of  the  soldier  subsequent 
to  his  militarv  service  would  not  establish  the  claim.  The  claimant 
did  not  live  with  soldier  from  the  time  of  his  discharge  to  the  date  of 
his  death,  hence  one  essential  element  in  her  pensionable  status  is 
wanting. 

Tho  action  of  rejection  Heems  to  have  been  proper  and  the  same  is 
hereby  affirmed. 
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sebvice-commissioneil  of  board  of  fnkoiii.ment. 

Lucius  De  Witt  Morse. 

This  appellant's  service  was  rendered  as  a  commissioner  of  the  hoard  of  enrollment 
of  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri'.  He  filed  an  appli- 
cation for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law  on  account  of 
disease  alleged  to  have  heen  contracted  during  said  service;  and  also  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  on  accoimt  of  said  service. 

Held,  That  there  is  no  provision  of  law  granting  pension  for  disease  contracted  while 
8er\dng  as  commissioner  of  hoard  of  enrollment,  and  that  such  service  is  not  a 
I>ensionahle  service  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

JanuaTy  5,  1901. 

Lucius  De  Witt  Morse,  late  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enroll- 
ment for  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri, 
filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  September  8,  1887,  an  application  for 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law,  based  on 
dysentery  and  resulting  chronic  diarrhea,  disease  of  intestines,  and 
general  debility,  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during 
his  service  as  such  commissioner  of  the  boai-d  of  enrollment,  which 
was  rejected  on  February  7,  1889,  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
provision  of  law  providing  a  pension  for  disease  contracted  during 
service  as  such  enrolling  officer. 

On  August  26,  1890,  he  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging 
a  service  of  ninety  days  and  more  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as 
commissioner  of  board  of  enrollment,  as  aforesaid,  an  honorable  dis- 
charge from  said  service,  and  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor  from  chronic  diarrhea,  debility,  and  disease  of  urinary  organs, 
which  was  also  rejected  on  June  6,  1891,  upon  the  ground  that  his 
service  as  such  commissioner  of  board  of  enrollment  was  not  a  pen- 
sionable service  under  the  provisions  of  said  section. 

From  the  rejection  of  both  of  said  applications  for  pension,  as  afore- 
said, the  present  appeal  was  taken  on  October  13,  1898. 

The  only  service  originally  alleged  by  the  appellant  to  have  been 
rendered  by  him,  and  shown  by  the  record  evidence  filed  in  the  case, 
was  as  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enrollment  for  the  Second 
Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  from  June  2, 1863,  to 
May  5,  1865. 

The  only  provision  of  law  providing  a  pension  for  enrolling  officers, 
such  as  the  appellant,  is  contained  in  the  fifth  subdivision  of  section 
4693,  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  that  any  provost-marshal, 
deputy  provost-marshal,  or  enrolling  officer  disabled  by  reason  of  any 
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wound  or  injury  received  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  may  be  pen- 
sioned therefor.  » 

No  provision  whatever  is  made  by  any  law  for  granting  a  pension 
to  such  officers  on  account  of  disability  resulting  from  disease  con- 
tracted during  such  service,  and  it  has  uniformly  been  held  that  dis- 
ability resulting  from  disease  contracted  under  such  circumstances 
was  not  pensionable  under  the  pension  laws. 

It  has  repeatedly  been  held  by  this  Department  that  service  as  a 
provost-marshal,  deputy  provost-marshal,  or  enrolling  officer  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion  is  not  such  military  service  as  is  contemplated 
by  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890; 
such  persons,  having  been  employed  and  having  served  in  the  civil 
branch  of  the  service,  are  not  included  within  the  terms  of  said  section 
and  are  not  pensionable  thereunder.  See  decisions  in  the  cases  of 
Andrew  J.  Shannon  (7  P.  D.,  64),  and  James  M.  Barnes  (8  P.  D.,  94), 
and  the  decisions  therein  cited,  wherein  this  subject  is  so  fully  and 
exhaustively  discussed  and  considered  as  to  require  no  further  eluci- 
dation or  comment  at  this  time. 

In  the  present  appeal,  this  appellant,  for  the  first  time,  asserts  that 
he  also  served  for  a  time  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as  surgeon  of 
the  First  Regiment  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  and  files  with  the 
appeal  a  commission  from  the  provisional  governor  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  dated  June  3,  1863,  appointing  him  surgeon  of  said  regi- 
ment. There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  on  file  in  this  case  showing  that 
the  appellant  ever  served  in  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  as  alleged, 
but  even  if  there  was  it  would  not  benefit  him  or  improve  his  pension- 
able status  under  the  law  in  the  least,  since  the  First  Regiment  of  the 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  was  a  military  organization  in  the  exclusive 
service  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  was  never  at  any  time  in  the 
militarj^  service  of  the  United  States,  and  service  therein,  or  disability 
incurred  in  such  service,  would  confer  no  pensionable  status  or  title  to 
pension  whatever  upon  the  appellant  under  the  provisions  of  any 
existing  law. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  rejection  of  the  appellant's  applications 
for  pension  upon  the  grounds  respectively  stated  was  clearly  without 
error,  and  said  action  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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ptsabttitty— pathoix>gicax.  sequekcb— myopia. 

Adolph  Becker. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination,  made  under  appellant's  claim  for  increase, 
shows  that  his  loss  of  vision  in  both  eyes  is  due  to  intraocular  changes  caused  by 
a  high  degree  of  myopia,  which  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  his  military  service. 

Action  affirmed. 

AnitiHtant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Cwmpbdl  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  5,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Adolph  Becker,  late  captain  Company  G,  Twentieth 
New  York  Volunteer  Infantiy,  is  pensioned  by  certificate  No.  447326 
at  $20  (total  of  rank)  a  month,  under  the  general  law  for  partial  loss 
of  vision. 

His  application  for  increase,  filed  June  17, 1899,  in  which  he  alleged 
entire  loss  of  vision,  was  rejected  on  April  18,  1900,  for  the  reason 
that  the  present  condition  of  his  eyes,  including  total  blindness,  is  due 
to  excessive  myopia  not  attributable  to  the  service. 

The  attorney  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action  on  April 
25,  1900,  and  alleged  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  erroneous, 
because  while  in  the  service  he  had  incurred  disease  of  his  eyes, 
which  had  caused  the  partial  loss  of  vision  for  which  he  is  pensioned, 
and  that  disease  had  progressed  until  total  blindness  had  ensued. 

The  appellant  applied  for  a  pension  on  March  8,  1889,  and  alleged 
that  while  he  was  captain  of  Company  G,  Twentieth  New  York  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  he  became  disabled  by  partial  loss  of  sight  of  both 
eyes,  about  June  30, 1862.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show 
that  he  was  mustered  in  as  captain  of  said  company  on  July  6,  1861, 
and  was  mustered  out  with  his  company  on  June  1,  1863,  and  that  he 
was  not  reported  as  sick  during  that  term  of  service.  He  entered  the 
service  again  on  May  4,  1864,  as  captain  of  Company  D,  Forty  sixth 
New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  promoted  to  the  lieutenant- 
colonelcy  of  said  regiment  on  December  5,  1864,  and  was  mustered 
out  on  July  28,  1865.  During  this  last  term  of  service  he  is  not 
reported  as  sick,  except  that  when  he  had  overstayed  his  leave  of 
absence  in  January,  1865,  he  furnished  the  certificate  of  a  civil  sur- 
geon, in  which  it  was  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  return  to  his  com- 
mand because  of  "oorumation(?)  of  his  breast." 

The  claim  was  originally  allowed  on  the  testimony  of  Hermann 
Bennecke,  late  captain  of  Company  F,  Twentieth  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  Rudolph  Rentier,  late  first  lieutenant,  Company  G,  of 
.same  regiment,  who  testified  that  appellant's  vLsion  was  good  when  he 
entered  the  service  in  1861,  and  that  about  June  or  July,  1862,  he 
began  to  complain  of  pain  in  his  eyes  and  impairment  of  vision.  The 
affidavit  of  George  W.  Travers,  lieutenant-colonel  of  the  Forty-sixth 
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New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  also  furnished,  who  testified  that 
he  saw  the  appellant  during  his  first  service  in  the  Twentieth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  who  told  him  in  the  winter  of  1862-63  that 
his  vision  was  impaired  on  account  of  the  hardships  he  had  undergone 
during  the  seven  days'  fight  in  June  and  July,  1862.  The  evidence  of 
the  surgeon  of  the  Forty-sixth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry  was  also 
filed,  who  stated  that  the  appellant  complained  of  impaired  vision 
during  his  service  in  that  regiment. 

The  first  medical  evidence  of  treatment  after  discharge  was  filed  in 
March,  1S91,  in  which  the  physician  stated  that  he  had  been  appellant 's 
neighbor  and  family  physician  for  the  past  ten  years,  during  which 
time  he  had  treated  him  for  disease  of  the  heart  of  a  grave  character, 
but  did  not  mention  disease  of  eyes. 

The  next  medical  evidence  filed  was  that  of  Dr.  Charles  J.  Kipp,  who 
stated  that  the  appellant  had  consulted  him  on  April  4,  1887,  and  that 
he  had  found  on  examination  that  the  left  eye  was  practically  blind 
from  sclero  choroiditis  posterior;  that  the  refraction  of  the  eye  was 
highly  myopic,  and  vision  so  much  reduced  that  he  could  count  fingers 
only  at  10  feet;  that  the  right  eye  was  also  myopic  (M.  4,  5,  D.)  and 
its  sight  somewhat  impaired;  that  he  was  unable  to  use  his  eyes  for 
any  length  of  time  without  causing  pain,  and  was  therefore  unable  to 
pursue  his  profession  of  a  teacher  for  many  hours  consecutively. 

When  the  officer  was  first  examined,  on  July  3,  1889,  the  board 
reported  that  there  was  dense  sclerosity  of  the  choroid  in  left  and  in 
lesser  degree  in  the  right  eye;  that  vision  was  nil  per  Snellen's  test 
types  unaided  by  glasses;  with  glasses  vision  in  right  eye  was  20/40, 
nil  in  left  eye.  With  the  left  eye  he  could  distinguish  light,  but  no 
objects;  with  right  eye  objects  could  be  seen,  but  not  clearly  defined. 

The  rate  of  pension  was  determined  from  this  certificate,  and  a  f)en- 
sion  of  $20  per  month  (total  of  rank)  was  allowed,  with  the  statement 
that  refractive  defect  was  excluded  in  rating. 

A  claim  for  increase  filed  March  22,  1890,  was  rejected  on  May^  14, 
1891,  with  the  statement  that  impaired  vision  was  principally  due  to 
refractive  error.  The  pensioner  was  examined  under  this  claim  by  an 
oculist,  who  reported  that  there  was  total  blindness  of  the  right  eye, 
caused  by  complete  detachment  of  the  retina;  but  the  external  struc- 
tures of  the  eye  were  in  a  normal  condition  and  the  lens  was  trans- 
parent. In  the  left  eye  there  were  no  abnormalities  in  the  external 
structures  or  in  the  lens,  but  there  were  large  floating  opacities  in  the 
vitreous;  the  optic  disk  was  grayish  and  the  choroid  adjoining  it  on  the 
nasal  side  was  atrophic  for  a  space  the  size  of  the  disk,  and  there  were 
also  atrophic  changes  on  the  temporal  periphery  of  the  choroid,-  but 
the  retina  was  transparent.  This  eye  was  myopic  (M,  7  D),  and  vis- 
ion with  —  7  D  glass  was  16/100. 

On  June  17, 1899,  the  pensioner  filed  another  application  for  increase, 
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and  alleged  that  total  blindness  had  ensued.  This  claim  was  rejected 
on  April  18,  1900,  with  the  remark  that  the  present  condition  of  eyes, 
including  total  blindness,  was  due  to  excessive  myopia,  not  attributa- 
ble to  service.  This  action  was  taken  after  another  examination  by  a 
specialist,  who  reported  that  the  external  parts  of  both  eyes  are  nor- 
mal; in  the  right  eye  the  cornea  and  aqueous  are  clear,  the  anterior 
chamber  is  deep,  the  pupil  is  larger  than  normal  and  does  not  react, 
the  iris  is  tremulous;  with  oblique  illumination  the  lens  is  of  a  dark 
color,  and  with  the  opthalmoscope  nothing  can  be  seen;  it  is  all  dark. 

In  the  left  eye  the  cornea  and  aqueous  are  clear,  the  anterior  cham- 
ber is  deep,  the  pupil  is  quite  large  and  does  not  react;  it  is  larger  than 
the  left  one;  the  iris  is  very  large  and  tremulous;  the  lens  is  slightly 
opaque;  there  is  a  large  detachment  of  the  retina;  at  the  situation  of 
the  optic  disk  some  very  small  blood  vessels  can  be  seen,  but  the  disk 
is  not  distinguishable;  the  tension  of  both  eyes  is  below  the  normal, 
and  both  are  totally  blind. 

Diagnosis:  Detachment  of  the  retina  and  dislocation  of  the  lens  of 
both  eyes  and  cataract  of  the  left. 

The  pensioner  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action  of  rejection  on  April 
25,  1900,  and  alleged  that  it  was  erroneous,  because  he  had  contracted 
a  disease  of  the  eyes  in  the  service  which  had  produced  the  partial  loss 
of  vision  for  which  he  is  pensioned,  which  had  progressed  until  total 
loss  of  vision  had  ensued. 

As  there  was  doubt  relative  to  the  nature  of  the  cause  of  the 
impaired  vision  for  which  the  appellant  is  pensioned,  the  case  was 
returned  to  the  Bureau  for  a  statement  setting  forth  the  nature  of  the 
disease  of  the  eyes  for  which  the  original  rate  was  allowed  and  the 
character  of  the  ocular  disease  which  was  ascribed  to  the  refractive 
error,  and  also  to  state  what  caused  the  intraocular  changes  described 
in  the  certificates  of  examination,  which  have  caused  the  loss  of  vision, 
and  to  give  the  reasons  for  refusing  to  admit  them  as  due  to  appel- 
lant's military  service. 

Under  date  of  July  16,  1900,  the  medical  referee,  in  a  communica- 
tion addressed  to  the  chief  of  the  board  of  review,  made  the  following 
reply  to  these  inquiries: 

When  the  ori^dnal  action  was  taken  in  this  case,  in  1889,  the  testimony  showed 
that  claimant's  vision  was  materially  impaired,  but  the  cause  of  same  was  not  stated. 
The  certificate  of  examination,  then  in  the  case,  showed  some  changes  in  the  choroid 
coat  of  the  eyes,  reported  as  **8Clerosity "  (?).  It  also  showed  refractive  error,  but 
failed  to  state  the  nature  of  same.  The  next  examination,  also  made  by  a  board  of 
miiigeons,  was  equally  indefinite,  said  board  ascribing  the  impaired  vision  to  changes 
in  the  lens  of  the  right  eye  and  opacity  of  the  cornea  of  the  left.  A  test  examination 
by  an  eye  expert  was  next  ordered,  and  the  certificate  of  said  examination,  made 
April,  7,  1891,  showed  for  the  first  time  since  filing  the  claim  the  actual  conditicm  of 
the  eyes.  A  completely  (letache<l  retina  of  the  right  eye  was  shown  to  account  for 
the  loss  of  sight  of  this  eye,  and  there  were  atrophic  changes  near  the  optic  disk  and 
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at  the  temporal  periphery  of  the  choroid,  with  seven  dioptrics  of  myopia,  to  aocooot 
for  the  defective  vision  of  the  left  eye.  The  last  examination,  dated  December  7, 
1899,  also  made  by  an  oculist,  corroborates  the  findings  of  the  first  expert.  It  also 
shows  that  the  retina  of  the  left  eye  has  become  detached  and  that  the  lens  of  each 
eye  is  dislocated. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  only  abnormal  conditions  of  the  eye  shown  in  this 
case  since  filing  the  claim  are  atrophic  changes  in  the  choroid,  detachment  of  the 
retina,  and  dislocation  of  the  lens  of  each  eye,  with  cloudiness  of  the  lens  of  the  left 
eye,  all  of  which  conditions,  and  in  the  order  named,  are  not  uncommon  results  of  a 
high  degree  of  myopia,  such  as  shown  in  this  case.  It  is  conceded,  however,  that 
there  may  have  been  some  disease  of  the  eyes  due  to  claimant's  military  service 
which  has  become  obscured  or  obliterated  by  the  destructive  changes  due  to  myopia. 

It  is  probable  that  the  rate  originally  allowed  in  this  case  wa6  for  the  changes  in 
the  choroid  reported  by  the  first  examination,  and  which  were  not  rocognlzed  as 
characteristic  of  myopia  until  the  report  of  the  expert  who  examined  pensioner  in 
1891  was  filed  in  the  case.  This  pensioner  has  been  given  the  benefit  of  all  doubts, 
and  allowed  to  draw  the  rate  originally  granted,  although  no  abnormal  condition  of 
the  eyes  has  been  shown  since  filing  the  claim,  except  that  due  to  myopia,  which 
can  not  be  accepted,  from  a  medical  standpoint,  as  originating  from  daimant's 
military  service. 

The  blindness  is  due  to  detached  retina  of  each  eye,  which  is  a  result  of  the  high 
degree  of  myopia. 

.  It  may  be  proper  to  add  that  myopia  is  usually  due  to  an  elongation  of  the  visual 
axis  of  the  eye,  accompanied  by  stretching  of  the  coats  of  the  eyeball.  The  tendency 
to  such  elongation  is  congenital  and  very  often  inherited.  It  manifests  itself  or 
develops  during  adolescence,  shows  a  tendency  to  increase  in  degree  from  time  to 
time  as  a  result  of  eye  strain,  and  high  degrees  of  myopia  are  frequently  accompanied 
by  such  intra  ocular  changes  as  are  shown  to  exist  in  this  case. 

It  does  not  appear,  therefore,  that  any  injustice  has  been  done  this  pensioner.  The 
action  appealed  from  is  adhered  to. 

As  it  is  stated  in  this  opinion  that  the  blindness  is  due  to  detached 
retina  of  each  e3^e,  which  is  a  result  of  the  high  degree  of  myopia, 
which  can  not,  from  a  medical  standpoint,  be  accepted  as  originating 
from  claimants  military  service,  and  as  some  of  the  original  witnesses 
had  testified  that  appellant's  vision  was  good  when  he  entered  the 
service,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  reversed  on  July  28,  1900,  and 
the  case  was  remanded  for  a  special  examination  to  ascertain  the  con- 
dition of  his  eyes  when  he  entered  the  service. 

The  special  examiner  was  unable  to  find  any  one  who  was  acquainted 
with  the  appellant  before  he  entered  the  service,  owing  to  the  fact  that 
he  had  been  in  this  country  but  a  short  time  before  the  war  began, 
and,  therefore,  took  the  testimony  of  those  only  who  became  acquainted 
with  him  soon  after  he  entered  the  Twentieth  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  which  was  his  first  service. 

Rudolph  Bentler,  who  was  second  and  first  lieutenant  in  Company  G, 
of  the  Twentieth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  of  which  the  appellant 
was  captain,  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  he  remembered 
that  appellant  was  nearsighted  before  the  seven-days'  fight,  and  that 
this  condition  existed  in  1861. 
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Max  Weber,  who  was  colonel  of  said  regiment  in  1861,  and  held  that 
position  until  May,  1862,  when  he  was  appointed  brigadier-general, 
testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  he  knew  the  appellant  in  1861, 
before  he  was  appointed  captain,  and  that  he  remembered  that  his  eyes 
were  defective  and  that  he  wore  glasses. 

Henry  E.  Boehr,  who  was  first  sergeant  of  Company  I,  of  the  Twen- 
tieth New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  was  afterwards  appointed 
second  lieutenant  of  Company  G,  of  which  appellant  was  captain,  tes- 
tified that  he  remembered  that  he  used  glasses  from  his  earliest  recol- 
lection of  him  before  he  (the  affiant)  joined  his  company,  and  that  he 
had  no  recollection  that  he  complained  of  any  pain  or  disease  of  eyes 
while  in  service. 

The  appellant  denies  that  he  wore  glasses  in  the  service  or  that  he 
was  shortsighted  until  many  years  after  the  war  had  closed. 

It  has  been  shown  by  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Kipp,  who  is  appellant's 
own  witness,  that  he  had  a  high  degree  of  myopia  in  1887,  when  he 
first  treated  him,  which  statement  has  been  confirmed  by  all  the  special- 
ists who  have  examined  him  since. 

After  considering  the  evidence  obtained  by  the  special  examiner  the 
Bureau  declined  to  recede  from  its  former  action  of  rejection  and 
referred  the  case  to  this  Department,  accompanied  by  another  opinion 
of  the  medical  referee  dated  October  6,  1900,  who,  after  quoting  the 
evidence  obtained  on  special  examination,  states: 

But  his  duties  were  not  such  as  to  require  close  ftpplication  of  the  eyes  during  the 
service;  he  had  no  constitutional  disease  which  would  account  for  any  ocular  trouble; 
he  describes  no  symptoms  of  acute  inflammation  of  the  eyes,  and  the  cause  which  he 
assigns  would  not  involve  any  special  eye  strain.  It  assuredly  was  not  adequate  to 
cause  myopia,  which,  independent  of  those  cases  resulting  from  acute  inflammatory 
lesions,  is  of  insidious  onset  and  slow  growth. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  testimony  obtained  by  the  special  examiner  is,  on  the 
whole,  adverse.  Only  one  officer  testifies  to  incurrence  at  the  time  alleged,  and  one 
to  a  defect  at  a  later  date;  two  testify  to  the  defect  at  an  earlier  date,  one  of  them  at 
enlistment,  while  another  has  no  knowledge  of  any  defect  at  any  time.  None  of 
them  show  any  acute  inflammatory  trouble  or  external  evidence  of  disease,  except 
General  Weber,  who  states  that  his  eyes  "looked  reddish"  at  the  time  he  joined  the 
regiment. 

The  appellant  may  have  had  but  a  mild  degree  of  myopia  prior  to  his  enlistment — 
perhaps  notsuflicient  to  make  the  use  of  glasses  essential  for  ordinary  work — but  the 
nature  of  the  disability  and  the  evidence  elicited  warrant  the  conclusion  that  it  had 
its  origin  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  Army  and  slowly  increased  until  eventually  total 
blindness  resulted.  The  absence  of  any  evidence  of  general  impairment  of  health  in 
the  service,  of  any  acute  inflanmiation  of  the  eyes,  and  of  any  other  cause  Hufiicient 
to  induce  ametropia  in  eyes  that  were  previously  emmetropic,  coupled  witli  a  knowl- 
edge that  such  lesions  as  the  appellant's  eyes  present  are,  in  a  very  large  percentage 
of  cases,  due  either  to  inherited  or  congenital  defects,  or  arise  during  the  period  of 
adolescence  as  a  result  of  eye  strain,  are  deemed  sufficient  grounds  for  adhering  to 
the  adverse  action  in  the  claim  for  increase. 
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This  conclusion  of  the  medical  referee  is  in  accordance  with  the 
opinions  of  the  best  authorities  on  opthahnolbgy.  The  eye  strain  that 
aggravates  myopia  is  such  as  requires  the  work  to  be  brought  close  to 
the  eyes  and  causes  convergence  of  their  axes;  in  fact,  such  work  as  the 
ap{>ellant  pursued  for  many  years  after  he  left  the  service,  when  he 
was  a  bookkeeper,  clerk,  and  teacher. 

Dr.  Edward  Jackson  of  Philadelphia  states  that — 

It  Lb  universally  recognized  that  prolonged  near  work  (owotb  the  incarrenoe  and 
increase  of  myopia.  Such  near  work  causes  physiological  hyperemia,  often  exagger- 
ated by  poor  light  or  excessive  minuteness  of  the  objects  looked  at;  faulty  position 
of  the  head,  leading  to  venous  congestion  of  the  eyes;  confinement  indoors  to  a  sed- 
entary occupation,  which  impairs  nutrition;  strain  of  accommodation;  and  exceasiye 
convergence  which  sooner  or  later  increasing  myopia  renders  necessary.  When  the 
eye  becomes  myopic  its  elongation  makes  convergence  abnormally  difficult,  and  the 
continued  use  of  the  eye  for  near  work,  because  it  can  not  be  used  for  distinct  distant 
vision,  increases  the  amount  of  convergence  required  of  it. 

See  An  American  Text-book  of  Diseases  of  the  Eyes,  Ear,  Nose,  and 
Throat,  W.  B.  Saunders,  Philadelphia,  1899,  page  220. 

This  increased  pressure  of  the  ocular  muscles  caused  by  the  constant 
attempt  to  sustain  the  convergence  necessary  for  distinct  vision  in- 
creases the  axial  myopia  already  existing  it  may  be  only  in  slight 
degree,  so  that  the  eyeballs  become  still  more  elongated  and  finally 
the  sclera  yields  at  its  weakest  place,  which  is  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
entrance  of  the  optic  nerve  and  posterior  staphyloma  I'esults  and  by 
the  stretching  of  the  coats  of  the  eye  the  retina  becomes  detached 
from  the  choroid  and  the  vision  is  destroyed.  The  reports  of  the 
specialists  show  that  this  has  been  the  cause  of  the  disease  in  this  case, 
as  there  is  a  high  degree  of  myopia  (7  diopters)  and  detachment  of  the 
retina  in  both  eyes. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  of  the  facts  in  this  case  it  is 
believed  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  appellant's  right  to 
increase  of  his  rate  of  pension  was  correct  and  in  accordance  with 
the  law  and  the  evidence.  It  appears  that  he  was  given  the  benefit 
of  all  the  doubts  in  his  case  when  it  was  first  allowed  and  that  the 
progress  of  his  disease  would  seem  to  indicate  that  there  is  room  for 
serious  doubt  as  to  whether  he  really  contracted  any  disease  of  the 
eyes  during  his  military  service. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  afiirmed. 
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XJCNE  OF  I>UTr— EVrDENCE— INCKEAJSB-ACCIDENTAXi  WOUND. 

PiNGKNEY  HOPFBK. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  imder  the  claim  for  increase  does  not 
show  that  the  disabilities  from  pensioned  causes  have  increased.  The  evidence 
on  file  in  the  case  shows  that  the  newly  allied  disability — gunshot  wound  of 
right  ankle — was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty^  having  been  caused  by  the  acci- 
dental discharge  of  a  pistol  carried  by  claimant  at  his  own  risk. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cormnissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  5,  1901^ 

This  appellant,  Pinckney  Hopper,  late  of  Company  I,  One  hundred 
and  nineteenth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  pensioned  by  certificate 
No.  270707,  at  $14  per  month,  for  right  inguinal  hernia  and  rheuma- 
tism. He  applied  for  a  pension  for  hernia  on  October  30,  1879,  and 
on  February  19, 1887,  he  filed  a  claim  on  account  of  disability  due  to 
an  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  the  right  ankle.  On  February  9, 
1891,  he  filed  a  declaration  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  rheu- 
matism. The  claim  for  hernia  was  allowed  in  1884,  to  date  from  dis- 
charge; the  claim  for  gunshot  wound  of  right  ankle  was  rejected  on 
July  18,  1890,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of 
Aut\\  and  the  claim  for  rheumatism  was  allowed  on  April  12,  1894,  at 
which  time  he  was  allowed  a  rate  of  $4  per  month  for  that  disability, 
while  the  rate  for  the  hernia  was  increased  to  $10  per  month  from 
December  4,  1891,  under  the  provisions  of  ruling  No.  245. 

On  March  3,  1897,  he  applied  for  increase  of  pension  and  stated  that 
he  was  also  disabled  by  impaired  vision  and  by  a  partial  rupture  on 
the  left  side  as  a  result  of  the  hernia  on  the  opposite  side.  It  doe^ 
not  appear  from  this  application  that  he  definitely  claimed  any  increase 
from  rheumatism. 

This  claim  for  increase  was  rejected  on  December  18,  1898,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  increase  of  disability  from  the  right  inguinal 
hernia  (complete)  and  the  rheumatism  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 
The  board  of  surgeons  failed  to  find  any  disease  of  eye  or  a  hernia  on 
the  left  side,  and  they  were  rejected  for  the  reason  that  no  disability 
had  been  shown  from  those  causes. 

On  September  15,  1899,  the  attorney  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal 
from  the  rejection  of  the  claim  for  increase  of  pension  for  accepted 
disabilities,  and  on  June  11, 1900,  he  filed  an  appeal  from  the  rejection 
of  the  claim  for  the  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  the  right  ankle. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  which  was  made  on  June  7, 
1897,  showed  that  the  pensioner  was  5  feet  lOi  inches  in  height, 
weighed  165  pounds,  and  was  58  years  of  age,  with  normal  pulse  rate, 
temperature,  and  respiration.  The  board  stated  that  there  was  an 
incomplete  inguinal  hernia  on  the  right  side  which  passed  through  the 
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internal  ring  only,  and  could  be  easily  reduced  and  was  retained  by  a 
truss.  The  board  also  stated  that  the  joints  on  the  left  side  of  the 
body  were  enlarged  and  tender  with  general  thickening  of  surrounding 
membranes  and  ligaments,  and  that  the  motion  and  power  of  joints 
were  impaired  one-third,  and  the  heart  was  normal. 

This  description  of  appellant's  condition  shows  that  the  disability 
from  the  hernia  has  decreased,  for  he  is  pensioned  for  a  complete  her- 
nia, the  rate  of  which  is  $10  per  month,  while  the  certificate  shows 
that  the  hernia  is  now  incomplete,  the  rate  for  which  disability  is  fixed 
at  $6  per  month  by  the  schedule.  A  comparison  of  the  description  of 
the  eflfects  of  rheiunatism  with  that  given  in  the  next  prior  certificate 
shows  practically  the  same  condition.  The  board  states  that  there 
was  a  swelling  of  the  joints  of  the  left  side  of  the  body,  but  gives  no 
comparative  measurement  to  show  its  degree;  moreover,  a  swelling  of 
all  the  joints  of  one  side  of  the  body  from  rheumatism  could  not  exi^t 
without  a  very  considerable  increase  of  the  temperature  of  the  bod3% 
which  is  reported  to  be  normal  (98.5^). 

In  view  of  these  considemtions  it  is  believed  that  if  there  is  any 
increase  of  disability  from  the  rheumatism  it  is  fully  covered  by  the 
excess  of  rate  which  the  appellant  is  receiving  for  the  hernia. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  for  increase  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 

In  regard  to  the  wound  of  the  right  leg,  the  records  of  the  "War 
Department  show  that  he  was  wounded  by  the  accidental  discharge  of 
a  revolver  in  Missouri  in  October,  1864,  and  that  he  was  treated  in  a 
general  hospital  in  Quincy,  111.,  for  an  accidental  gunshot  wound  of 
the  lower  third  of  the  right  leg,  apparently,  until  he  was  mustered  out 
on  June  22,  1865. 

It  appears  from  appellant's  statement  and  from  those  of  his  comrades 
that  while  he  was  engaged  in  cleaning  a  revolver,  which  was  his  own 
private  property,  it  was  accidentl}^  discharged,  and  that  the  ball  entered 
the  right  leg  near  the  ankle.  It  is  not  shown  by  any  of  the  testimony 
filed  how  the  revolver  was  accidently  discharged,  nor  that  it  was  not 
due  to  appellant's  carelessness  in  handling  it. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  revolver  was  issued  to  appellant  by  any 
officer  of  the  Army,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  he  was  carrying  it  in  com- 
pliance with  the  order  of  any  of  his  officers. 

The  question  involved  in  this  case  has  been  repeatedly  considered 
by  this  Department,  and  it  has  been  decided  many  times  that  a  wound 
incurred  under  the  circumstances  detailed  was  not  received  in  the  line 
of  duty. 

In  the  case  of  Alexander  H.  Davis  (1  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  486),  Secretary 
Delano  held  that — 

Tlie  soldier — an  infantry  man — shaving  been  injured,  as  alleged,  by  the  accidental 
dischai^^e  of  a  pletol  in  his  pocket,  ia  not  pensionable  on  account  of  such  injoryy  thq 
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Adjutant-General  holding  that  infantry  soldiers  are  not  armed  with  pistols,  and  such 
injuries  are  not  entitled  to  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Daniel  Compton  (4  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  144),  Seci-etary 
Schurz  held  that — 

Infantry  soldier  is  not  in  line  of  duty  when  wounded  by  the  accidental  discharge 
of  his  own  pistol,  as  the  pistol  is  not  a  part  of  the  arms  of  an  infantryman. 

In  the  case  of  Robert  M.  Dick  (3  P.  D.,  333),  Assistant  Secretaiy 
Bussey  held  that — 

It  is  presumed  that  the  Government  supplies  its  troops  with  all  weapons  needed 
for  offense  and  defense  against  the  enemy,  and  if  they  choose  to  carry  other  weapons 
they  do  so  without  authority,  very  often  in  contravention  of  authority,  and  always 
at  their  own  risk,  and  injuries  thereby  are  outside  of  the  line  of  duty,  and  not  pen- 
sionable. 

The  same  principle  was  enunciated  in  the  cases  of  Arthur  Boyd 
(1  P.  D.,  106);  William  H.  Pike  (1  P.  D.,  253);  Alfred  P.  Remick 
(3  P.  D.,  131);  Samuel  Emmett  (3  P.  D.,  281),  and  Elias  W.  Reidy  (7 
P.  D.,  132). 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  appel- 
lant's claim  for  the  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  right  leg  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  not  been  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty  was  correct, 
and  it  is  accordingly  affinned. 

i>ksebtion- voidable  enlistment— minors. 
Stephen  F.  Monthony. 

In  1861  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  imder  the  age  of  18  years  was  voidable,  and  a 
repudiation  of  such  enlistment  on  the  part  of  the  minor  by  the  act  of  desertion 
would  constitute  no  bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  incurred  during  the 
period  of  a  second  enlistment. 

Assista/fit  Secretary  F,  X.  Campbell  to  the  Ctrttanissioner  of  Pensknia^ 

January  5,  1901, 

Stephen  F.  Monthony  enlisted  in  Company  K,  Second  New  York 
Veteran  Volunteer  Cavalry,  on  October  18,  1863,  from  which  organ- 
ization he  was  discharged  on  November  8, 1865.  From  the  date  of  his 
discharge  he  was  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law 
by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  a  gunshot  wound  of  the  left 
shoulder  incurred  on  April  23,  1864.     (Certificate  No.  103153.) 

On  Januar}'-  6,  1898,  he  was  notified  that  a  report  from  the  records 
of  the  War  Department  disclosed  the  fact  that  ho  had  enlisted  on 
November  24,  1861,  in  Company  I,  Ninety-third  New  York  Infantry, 
from  which  organization  he  had  deserted  on  September  1, 18(53,  which 
charge  of  desertion  had  not  been  removed.  In  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  he  was  given  thirty  days 
in  which  to  file  evidence  and  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  dropped 
from  the  rolls.     On  February  19,  1898,  no  evidence  in  rebuttal  of  the 
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said  records  having  been  filed,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on 
the  ground  of  desertion  from  a  prior  enlistment. 

On  February  3,  1899,  the  soldier  filed  an  application  for  restoration 
to  the  pension  roll,  based  upon  the  allegation  that  he  was  only  16  years 
of  age  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  and  that  there  was  no  law 
then  in  existence  which  authorized  the  enlistment  of  a  person  under 
the  age  of  18  years  with  or  without  the  consent  of  his  parents  or 
guardian,  by  virtue  of  which  his  said  first  enlistment  was  null  and  void 
under  the  law.  The  application  for  restoration  rested  upon  the  prin- 
ciple announced  in  the  case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine  (9  P.  D.,  488). 

The  claim  was  denied  on  November  7,  1899,  on  the  ground  that 
the  claimant  was  not  shown  to  be  under  the  age  of  16  years  at  the  time 
of  his  first  enlistment,  and  for  that  reason  the  principle  announced  in 
the  above-mentioned  case  did  not  apply.  Subsequent  to  this  action 
the  claimant,  as  a  basis  for  reopening  his  claim  for  restoration,  on 
March  20,  1900,  filed  the  aflSidavitof  his  mother,  Margaret  Monthony, 
who  testified  that  he  was  born  on  April  9,  1846,  which,  if  true,  would 
show  that  he  was  under  the  age  of  16  years  at  the  time  of  said  first 
enlistment.  This  evidence  upon  consideration  was  held,  on  May  28, 
1900,  to  be  insufficient  to  authorize  any  change  of  action. 

The  case  is  now  before  the  Department  on  appeal  taken  on  October 
5,  1900,  resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  claimant's  statement  at 
the  time  of  his  enlistment,  to  the  effect  that  he  was  then  16  years  of 
age,  is  overcome  by  the  testimony  of  his  mother. 

The  contention  in  the  appeal,  in  so  far  as  it  involves  an  inquiry  as 
to  whether  the  claimant  was  16  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  his  first 
enlistment  in  1861,  is  immaterial  for  the  reason  that  18  years  was  the 
minimum  age  for  enlistment  prior  to  July  4,  1864,  at  which  time  it 
was  determined  b}^  Congressional  enactments  that  no  minor  under 
the  age  of  16  years  shall  be  enlisted  or  mustered  into  the  military 
service  with  or  without  the  consent  of  his  parent  or  guardian.  Thi?< 
law  is  now  embodied  in  section  1116,  Revised  Statutes. 

Section  11  of  the  act  of  March  16,  1802,  entitled  "An  act  fixing  the 
military  peace  establishment  of  the  United  States"  (2  Stat.  L.,  132), 
fixes  the  minimum  and  maximum  ages  for  enlistment  at  18  and  35 
years,  respectively. 

Winthrop  on  Military  Law,  page  766,  enumerates  the  various  acts 
of  Congress,  including  that  of  April  30,  1790,  and  the  act  of  July  4, 
1864,  concerning  which  he  says  that — 

In  all  these  statutes  except  the  last  the  minimum  age  for  enlistment  is  fixed  at 
18  years;  in  the  last,  enlistments  (with  consent)  ot  persons  as  young  as  16  are  legal- 
ized. The  latter  age  was  also  established  as  the  minimum  early  in  the  war  of  the 
Revolution,  by  resolution  of  Congress  of  January  17,  1776. 

The  above-mentioned  authority  also  says: 

The  commissioners  for  the  revision  of  the  statutes  deci<ied  that  the  proviBion  of 
the  act  of  1802  fixing  the  maximum  at  35  years  was  still  unrepealed;  and  upon 
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this  provision  and  that  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1864,  as  establishing  a  minimum,  they 
stated  it  as  the  existing  law  that  recruits,  at  enlisting,  must  be  between  the  ages  of 
16  and  35  years;  and  it  was  so  enacted  in  section  1116  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  Stine  case  it  was  material  to  inquire  only  whether  be  was 
under  the  age  of  18  years  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  1861. 

The  authorities  therein  cited,  in  which  it  was  held  that  an  enlist- 
ment of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  16  years  is  voidable  at  the  election 
of  the  minor  himself  had  reference  to  acts  of  desertion  subsequent  to 
July  4,  1864.  In  1861,  when  the  claimant  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  well 
as  Stine,  deserted,  both  of  them  being  under  the  age  of  18  years,  their 
status  in  respect  to  the  minimum  age  of  enlistment  was  the  same  as 
that  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  16  years  after  July  4,  1864.  Prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  therefore,  the  principle 
announced  in  the  Stine  case  was  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  claimant,  it  appears,  was  pensioned  on  account  of  a  wound 
received  in  April,  1864,  during  the  period  of  his  second  enlistment. 

In  the  case  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D. ,  382)  it  is  held  that— 

If  the  disability  was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  such  reenlistment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 
command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment 

In  the  case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine  it  is  held  as  follows: 

The  appellant  having  made  a  void  or  at  most  a  voidable  contract  of  enlistment  in 
1861  to  serve  three  years,  and  having  by  desertion  shown  his  intention  to  repudiate 
it,  was  no  longer  bound  to  serve  by  virtue  of  that  contract.  Hence  his  reenlistment 
in  1863  was  not  in  violation  of  his  former  contract,  and  he  was  not,  during  his  service 
under  such  reenlistment,  absent  from  his  proper  command  and  out  of  the  line  of  duty. 

This  case  is  controlled  by  the  last-mentioned  l^lling,  in  view  of  which 
the  action  in  denying  the  claim  for  restoration  was  erroneous,  and  is 
hereby  reversed,  with  directions  that  the  same  be  readjudicated  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 


ESTOPPBIi-MARRIAGB-KVrDENCE. 

Claba  M.  Bennett,  alleged  widow  or  William.  M.  Covert. 

Claimant  herein  swore,  in  1864,  that  soldier  was  married  to  one  Sarah  Hutchinson, 
and  that  she  was  present  at  the  ceremony.  By  reason  of  such  statements,  the 
Grovemment  granted  i)ension  to  said  Sarah  and  paid  it  to  her  during  her  life- 
time, and  thereafter  to  her  children  during  their  pensionable  minority. 

Held,  Claimant  is  estopped  from  now  setting  up  the  fact  that  she,  and  not  Sarah, 
was  the  wife. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  X.  Campbell  to  tlie  Coniynissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  5,  1901> 

Clara  M.  Bennett,  an  alleged  former  widow  of  William  M.  Covert, 
late  a  private  in  Company  I,  Eleventh  Indiana  Volunteer  Cavalrv,  tiled 


196  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

her  application  under  the  general  law  on  September  26,  1898,  claim 
being  rejected  on  September  22, 1900,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  was 
never  the  widow  of  the  soldier  in  question.  An  appeal  filed  on  Octo- 
ber 19,  1900,  alleged  error  in  law  and  fact. 

Before  discussing  this  particular  claim  it  will  be  necessary  to  note 
certain  facts  which  are  divulged  by  the  papers  herein. 

It  appears  that  on  February  1,  1867,  due  proof  of  the  marriage  of 
the  above-named  soldier  with  one  Sarah  Hutchinson  having  been 
made,  a  certificate  was  issued  to  said  Sarah  as  the  widow  of  said  sol- 
dier in  behalf  of  herself  and  two  children.  Pension  under  this  cer- 
tificate was  paid  until  the  death  of  Sarah,  and  was  then  paid,  under 
another  certificate,  to  the  guardian  of  the  said  children  until  they 
arrived  at  pensionable  majority. 

Among  the  papers  in  the  claim  of  said  Sarah  are  found  two  note- 
worthy affidavits.  One  of  said  affidavits,  signed  by  said  Sarah,  recites 
the  facts  and  date  of  her  marriage  with  the  soldier  and  the  birth  of 
her  two  children.  This  document  also  contains  the  sworn  corrobora- 
tion of  witnesses  as  to  the  truth  of  such  statements  and  the  personal 
knowledge  of  said  witnesses  that  said  statements  were  true.  The 
claimant  herein,  Clara,  is  one  of  these  subscribing  witnesses.  The  sec- 
ond affidavit  of  importance  is  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  said 
Clara,  and  contains  the  following,  viz: 

That  she  has  been  for  twenty  years  well  acquainted  with  Sarah  Covert,  his  widow; 
that  she  was  present  and  saw  said  parties  married  at  Avon,  Livingston  CJounty,  N.  Y., 
and  that  she  believes  there  is  no  record,  either  public  or  private,  of  their  marriai^, 
and  that  the  clergyman  who  married  them  is  dead;  that  they  were  married  on  the 
25th  day  of  June,  1853,  by  Rev. Campbell. 

The  foregoing  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  be  referred  to  in  the  orig- 
inal claim. 

The  claimant  herein,  in  the  affidavits  in  the  claim  which  she  has 
been  prosecuting,  swears  that  she,  claimant,  was  married  to  the  soldier 

"  in  the  spring  on  the day  of  1854,  A.  D.,  by  Rev. ^ 

a  Presbyterian  minister  at  East  Avon,  Livingston  County,  N.  Y." 

A  special  examination  was  held,  and  claimant  admitted  her  signature 
as  genuine  on  one  of  the  affidavits  referred  to  in  the  claim  of  Sarah, 
but  denied  her  signature  on  the  other  one.  It  may  be  remarked,  in 
passing,  that  if  one  of  these  signatures  is  genuine,  the  other  is,  or 
else  it  is  a  remarkable  piece  of  forgery.  Claimant,  during  her  exami- 
nation, admitted  that  the  community  supposed,  and  she  allowed  people 
to  suppose  and  believe  Sai-ah,  who  was  claimant's  sister,  to  be  the  wife 
of  the  soldier,  but  that,  in  fact,  she  was  not;  she,  claimant,  being  the 
real  and  lawful  wife. 

The  attorney  who  prosecuted  the  claim  of  Sarah  was  found,  and  he 
swore  that  these  two  sisters,  Sarah  and  Clara,  were  living  together  in 
the  same  town,  Lafayette,  Ind.,  when  he  filed  the  claim  for  Sarah  in 
1864.    That  the  said  Clara  signed  both  the  affidavits  mentioned  herein, 
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and  that  she,  Clara,  was  the  '*  moving  spirit"  in  working  up  the  claim. 
That  she  never  pretended  in  any  manner  that  she  had  any  conjugal 
rights  under  the  soldier,  and  that  she  uniformly  held  out  her  sister 
Sarah  to  be  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  further  evidence  in  this  case,  which 
partakes  of  the  marvelous  and  improbable,  but  to  call  attention  to  the 
law  upon  such  a  condition  of  affairs. 

This  claimant  in  1864  twice  swore  to  the  fact  that  Sarah  was  the 
widow  of  the  soldier,  and  was  his  lawful  wife  during  his  lifetime.  She 
further  swore  that  she  was  present  and  saw  the  soldier  and  Sarah 
married. 

This  is  clearly  a  case  where  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  applies. 
Mr.  Greenleaf,  in  discussing  this  doctrine  in  1  Greenl.  on  Evi.,  sec. 
207,  says: 

Admisions,  whether  of  law  or  fact,  which  have  been  acted  on  by  others,  are  con- 
clusive against  the  party  making  them,  in  all  cases,  between  him  and  the  })erson* 
whose  conduct  he  has  influenced. 

And  in  section  208,  the  same  author  says: 

It  makes  no  difference  in  the  operation  of  this  rule  whether  the  thing  atlmitted 
was  true  or  false;  it  being  the  fact  that  it  has  been  acted  on  that  renders  it  (con- 
clusive. 

In  the  present  case  this  claimant  not  only  admitted  the  marriage  of 
Sarah  and  the  soldier,  but  she  swore  to  it  as  an  actual  fact,  stating 
that  she  was  an  eyewitness  to  the  ceremony.  If  her  simple  admission 
would  estop  her,  a  fortiori  her  unqualified  sworn  statement  that  she 
was  an  eyewitness  to  the  ceremony. 

It  matters  not  now  as  to  whether  claimant  committed  perjury  in 
1864.  She  then  swore  to  certain  facts  which  caused  the  Government 
to  acknowledge  Sarah  as  the  wife  of  soldier,  and  Sarah's  children  as 
his  children.  She  will  be  held  to  the  legal  effects  of  her  statements, 
and  is  therefore  now  estopped  from  setting  up  the  fact  that  she,  and 
not  Sarah,  was  the  wife. 


kvedknce-presumpnon  of  i>eath— act  march  13,  1896. 
Mary  E.  Burke  (alleged  widow). 

The  soldier  abandoned  his  family  in  1S82  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  without  any 
warning  or  previous  intimation  of  his  purpose,  and  remained  in  said  city  for  two 
years  thereafter  without  communicating  with  his  wife,  his  mother,  or  other  rela- 
tives. Hdd,  That  his  absence  from  ms  home  and  family  is  not  unexplained, 
and  that  there  is  no  reason  for  presuming  his  death. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pent<i(ms^ 

January  18^  1901, 

On  June  30,  1898,  Mary  E.  Burke,  as  the  widow  of  John  M.  Burke, 
formerly  of  Company  A,  Nineteenth  Pennsylvania  Cavalry,  filed  a 
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declaration  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  soldier  disappeared  from  their 
home  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  about  sixteen  years  before  the  ciaim 
was  instituted,  and  that  about  two  years  thereafter  she  heard  that  he 
was  still  in  the  city;  that  for  the  last  fourteen  years  nothing  has  been 
heard  from  him,  nor  has  any  intelligence  of  his  existence  been  received. 

Her  claim  was  adjudicated  on  January  11,  1899,  and  rejected  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  on  file  is  insufficient  to  establish  the  death  of 
the  soldier  or  to  authorize  the  presumption  of  death  in  legal  contem- 
plation. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  February  21^ 
1899,  resting  upon  the  contention  therein  set  forth,  as  follows: 

The  claimant  appeals  for  a  reconsideTation  of  her  claim  mider  the  act  of  March  13, 
1S96,  that  she  has  complied  with  all  the  conditions  of  said  act  of  CongreBB  and  she 
has  established  a  prima  facie  case  beyond  a  doubt;  she  has  not  only  sworn  that  her 
husband  has  been  absent  since  October  20,  1882,  but  his  present  whereabouts  are 
unknown  to  her  or  to  any  of  her  or  his  relatives  and  friends;  that  her  husband's 
mother  is  still  living  and  resides  with  the  claimant;  furthermore,  he  has  two  brothers 
and  a  sister  living,  and  they  have  no  knowledge  of  his  whereabouts;  none  of  them 
have  ever  heard  from  him  since  he  left  the  claimant  in  October,  1882;  that  he  has 
been  suffering  from  affection  or  an  injury  to  his  head,  and  it  is  the  belief  among  all 
his  friends  that  he  has  either  become  mentally  deranged  and  died  unknown  or  that 
he  has  died  years  ago  from  the  injury  to  his  head.  There  is  no  i)erBon  who  is  under 
the  impression  that  he  is  still  alive. 

The  claimant  has  furnished  the  affidavits  of  four  reputable  witnesses,  and  among 
the  four  was  the  testimony  of  her  husband's  mother. 

She  therefore  respectfully  asks  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Department  will 
call  for  all  the  papers  in  her  claim  and  will  give  the  same  careful  consideration, 
because  she  candidly  believes  that  she  has  established  a  prima  facie  case  under  the 
act  of  March  13,  1896,  and  that  she  is  justly  and  lawfully  entitled  to  a  widow's  pen- 
sion under  the  act  aforesaid  and  upon  the  evidence  that  she  has  already  filed  in  the 
claim. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  is  to  the  effect  that  the  soldier,  without  any 
warning  or  previous  intimation  of  his  purpose,  left  his  home  on  or 
about  October  20, 1882,  and  that  alx)ut  two  years  thereafter  the  claim- 
ant heard  that  he  was  still  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  Since  that 
time  it  appears  that  neither  the  claimant  nor  his  mother  nor  sister 
have  received  any  intelligence  of  his  existence.  The  claimant  testi- 
fies— and  in  that  respect  she  is  corroborated  by  other  witnesses — ^that 
the  soldier  was  a  confirmed  drunkard  and  was  cruel  in  his  treatment 
toward  her;  that  he  was  idle  and  shiftless  and  did  not  make  anything 
like  ample  provision  for  the  needs  of  his  family,  and  that  he  spent 
much  of  his  time  in  the  society  of  disreputable  women.  Claimant 
says  that  she  heard  a  rumor  to  the  effect  that  he  ran  away  with  a 
worthless  woman.  The  mother  of  the  soldier  testifies  that  when  he 
was  a  small  boy  he  was  kicked  on  the  head  by  a  horse  and  that  his 
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skull  was  fractured  by  the  blow.  The  witness  also  states  that  the  sol- 
dier incurred  a  sunstroke  during  the  period  of  his  military  service, 
and  was  afterwards  liable  to  be  irritated  by  a  merely  trivial  matter. 
The  claimant  and  two  of  her  witnesses  express  the  belief  that  the  sol- 
dier, by  reason  of  the  injury  to  his  head  and  his  vicious  and  immoral 
habits,  was  demented  or  partially  insane.  This  belief,  they  say,  is 
based  upon  the  fact  that  his  actions  were  queer  and  that  his  conversa- 
tion was  at  times  irrational. 

Some  of  the  witnesses,  including  the  mother  of  the  soldier,  say  that 
he  was  very  fond  of  her  and  of  his  children,  and  that  his  failure  to 
return  and  visit  them  can  not  be  reasonably  accounted  for  in  an}''  other 
way  than  by  the  supposition  that  he  is  dead.  This  contention,  how- 
ever, loses  much  of  its  force  in  the  light  of  the  fact  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  that  he  remained  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  at  least  two  years 
after  the  abandonment  of  his  family,  during  which  time  he  paid  no 
attention  to  his  mother  or  his  children. 

The  claimant  invokes  the  benefit  of  the  rule  of  evidence  contained 
in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  wherein  it  is  provided  that  the  ^'con- 
tinued and  unexplained  absence"  of  an  "enlisted  man  or  oflicer"  for  a 
period  of  seven  years  may,  under  conditions  therein  mentioned,  con- 
stitute sufScient  proof  of  death.  The  evidence,  however,  veiy  clearly 
indicates  that  the  soldier  voluntarily  abandoned  his  family,  which  fact 
must  be  accepted  as  an  explanation  of  his  absence;  consequently  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  has  no  application  in  this 
c^se.  The  above-mentioned  act  enumeitites  certain  facts  and  condi- 
tions under  which  seven  yeare  continued  and  unexplained  absence 
shall  constitute  sufficient  proof  of  death.  It  does  not  follow,  however, 
that  facts  and  circumstances  of  sufficient  strength  to  authorize  the 
inference  of  death  in  cases  of  explained  or  unexplained  absence  may 
not  be  shown.  Under  the  common  law  the  continued  and  unexplained 
absence  of  a  person  for  a  period  of  seven  years  may,  under  certain 
conditions  and  limitations  not  now  necessary  to  be  enumerated,  give 
rise  to  the  legal  presumption  of  death.  Under  the  act  of  March  13, 
1806,  the  same  facts  when  established  are  accepted  as  sufficient  proof 
of  death.  But  presumptions  of  fact  may  arise  without  regard  to  the 
limitation  in  respect  to  time  fixed  by  said  act  in  conformity  with  the 
rule  observed  at  common  law. 

In  First  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  section  44,  the  author,  in  speaking 
of  presumptions  of  fact,  says: 

They  are,  in  truth,  but  mere  arguments,  of  which  the  major  premise  is  not  a  nile 
of  law;  they  belong  equally  to  any  and  every  suhject  matter,  and  are  to  be  judged 
hy  the  common  and  received  testa  of  the  truth  of  pro|)08ition8  and  the  validity  of 
arguments.  They  depend  upon  their  own  natural  fon^e  and  efficacy  in  generating 
belief  or  conviction  in  the  mind,  as  derived  from  those  (x>nnei'tion8,  which  are  shown 
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by  experience,  irrespective  of  any  l^al  relations.  They  differ  from  presumptions 
of  law  in  this  essential  respect,  that  while  those  are  reduced  to  fixed  rules  and  con- 
stitute a  branch  of  the  particular  system  of  jurisiirudence  to  which  they  l>eIon^, 
these  merely  natural  presumptions  are  derived  wholly  and  directly  from  the  circHm- 
stances  of  the  particular  case,  by  means  of  the  common  experience  of  mankind, 
without  the  aid  or  control  of  anv  rules  of  law  whatever. 

A  legal  presumption  derives  its  force  from  the  law;  a  presimiption 
of  fact  is  a  logical  deduction. 

The  real  issue  in  this  case  involves  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  th<» 
proven  facts  in  this  case  are  sufficient  to  create  the  inference  in  the 
mind  of  a  reasonable  man  that  the  soldier  is  dead.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence in  the  case  tending  to  show^  the  condition  of  his  health  or  the 
state  of  his  constitution  at  the  time  of  his  abandonment,  nor  is  there 
anything  to  show  that  he  was  surrounded  by  circumstances  that  were 
menacing  to  his  life  or  health  when  last  heard  from.  A  report  from 
the  registration  department  of  the  health  office  of  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia shows  that  he  was  21  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  his  marriage 
in  1867.  He  was,  therefore,  less  than  40  years  of  age  at  the  time  he 
left  his  family. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  case,  I  am  unable  to  reach  the 
conclusion  that  the  proven  facts  do,  with  moral  and  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, authorize  the  inference  that  the  soldier  is  dead. 

Action  affirmed. 


FRAITI>  AND  MISTAKE— RBIMBITRSEMKNT—EVmEXCE. 

Sarah  M.  Decker  (wiix)w). 

The  evidence  ohtaine<l  by  a  special  investigation  having  clearly  shown  that  the 
diseases  of  which  the  soldier  died  existefl  prior  to  his  enlistment  and  that  the 
claimant  was  in  a  position  to  know  of  their  existence,  it  is  held  that  her  claim 
for  pension,  on  the  ground  that  said  diseases  originated  in  the  service,  wa^^ 
fraudulent,  and  that  the  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  properly 
withheld  for  the  puri>ose  of  recovering  the  amount  paid  ui)on  said  claim. 

AasfMarif,  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  tJte  Coininimmier  of  Pemfimu^^ 

Jamcary  31^  1901, 

Samh  M.  Decker,  widow  of  Richard  B.  Decker,  formerly  a  soldier 
in  the  Fourth  Independent  Battery  of  New  Jersey  Light  Artillery, 
wafi,  in  July,  1876,  granted  a  pension  of  $8  per  month,  commencing 
JanuaiT  4, 1875,  and  $2  per  month  additional  from  said  date  to  May  1, 
1875,  for  one  child  under  16  years  of  age.  Her  name  was  subse- 
quently dropped  from  the  pension  roll  upon  evidence  obtained  by 
special  examination  showing  that  her  husband's  fatal  disease  originated 
prior  to  his  enlistment.     She  was  paid  pension  to  September  4,  1879. 


DECISIONS   BELATIKG   TO   PENSIONS.  201 

In  1891  she  was  granted  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to 
commence  from  July  12,  1890.  In  1894  a  reissue  was  made  under 
which  the  pension  agent  was  directed  to  withhold  payment  of  the  pen- 
sion until  a  sufficient  amount  had  accumulated  to  reimburse  the  Gov- 
ernment for  the  pension  erroneously  paid  under  the  old  law  from  Jan- 
uary 4,  1875,  to  September  4, 1879.  From  that  action  the  pensioner's 
attorneys  appealed  on  October  14, 1898,  inviting  attention  to  a  decision 
said  to  have  been  "  recently  rendered"  to  the  effect  that  '*'  unless  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  claimant  is  established  it  was  an  error  to  withhold 
pension  under  the  old  law  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  erroneous 
payments  made  under  another  law." 

By  implication  it  is  contended  that  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
has  not  been  established  in  this  case,  and  that  is  the  only  issue  before 
the  Department. 

The  soldier  was  in  the  military  service  from  December  29,  1863,  to 
April  7, 1864.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  was 
admitted  to  Emory  General  Hospital,  Washington,  D.  C,  February  11, 
1864,  with  pleurisy,  and  was  discharged  from  service  on  April  7,  upon 
a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  stating  that  he  was  incapable  of 
performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  phthisis  pulmonalis,  which 
existed  previous  to  entering  the  service. 

The  soldier  filed  a  claim  for  invalid  pension  on  August  13,  1869, 
alleging  that  while  at  Camp  Instruction,  Washington,  D.  C,  about 
January  20,  1864,  he  contracted  rheumatism  and  disease  of  the  lungs, 
and  that  he  now  had  pulmonary  consumption.  He  died  on  the  3d  of 
January,  1875.  His  widow  filed  her  claim  February  23, 1875,  alleging 
that  he  contracted  the  disease  which  resulted  in  his  death  while  in  the 
service  and  line  of  duty.  Therewith  she  filed  testimony  to  show  that 
he  contracted  rheumatism  in  the  legs  and  hips  and  general  debility 
while  in  the  service,  and  on  March  6,  1875,  she  filed  medical  evidence 
showing  that  he  died  of  pleuro-pneumonia  and  rheumatic  pericarditis 
(acute).  Upon  this  evidence  and  some  testimony  as  to  prior  soundness 
filed  by  the  soldier,  in  support  of  his  claim,  the  widow's  claim  was 
allowed. 

Evidence  obtained  by  a  special  investigation  in  September,  1879, 
showed  beyond  any  reasonable  doubt  that  the  soldier  suffered  from 
both  rheumatism  and  lung  disease  prior  to  his  enlistment.  The  appel- 
lant was  married  to  him  in  December,  1842. 

In  view  of  all  the  facts  it  can  hardly  be  believed  that  she  was  igno- 
rant of  the  existence  of  the  aforesaid  diseases  before  enlistment 
(although  she  still  denies  that  they  then  existed),  or  that  she  filed  her 
claim  for  pension  in  1875  in  good  faith,  honestly  believing  that  the 
diseases  which  caused  his  death  were  contracted  while  in  the  service. 

Actual  or  positive  fraud  has  been  held  to  include  ''the  misrepre- 
sentation by  word  or  deed  of  material  facts,  by  which  one  exercising 
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reasonable  discretion  and  confidence  is  misled  to  his  injury,  whether 
the  misrepresentation  was  known  to  be  false,  or  only  not  known  to  be 
true,  or  even  if  made  altogether  innocently."    (1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.,o.  6.) 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  establish  fraud,  that  deceptions  or 
fraudulent  concealment  be  proved  by  the  claimant's  own  admissions. 
It  may  be  proved  by  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evidence.  If  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  mind  and  conscience  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  fraud  it  will  suffice,  although  it  does  not  lead  to  a  connec- 
tion of  absolute  certainty.  The  fraud  need  not  be  proved  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt.  It  is  usually  a  question  for  the  jury,  unless  the 
facts  are  undisputed,  when  it  may  become  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court  to  determine.     (Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  L.,  vol.  8,  pp.  654-656.) 

After  careful  consideration,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  estab- 
lished in  this  case  are  sufficient  to  justify  the  imputation  of  fraud. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  withholding  payment  of  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  order  to  recover  money  erroneously  paid 
under  former  laws,  is  therefore  affirmed. 


TEB^TKE  AGKBEMEITTS— REBATING. 

Samuel  Bennisok  (claimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

In  the  absence  of  valid  fee  agreements,  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  for  hia 
services  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  a  claim  for  rerating. 

AmMant  Secretary  -P.  Z.  CampbeU  to  the  Com/missioner  of  Pensions^ 

Jomua/ry  31^  1901, 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  May  31, 1899,  entered 
an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the 
issue  of  April  13, 1899,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law, 
of  Samuel  H.  Bennison,  who  served  in  Company  H,  Fifty -sixth  Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer  Infantry. 

Mr.  Bennison  was  in  receipt  pension  (rank  first  lieutenant)  at  the 
rate  of  $9  per  month  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  disability 
from  hydrocele  of  left  side,  when  on  May  4,  1897,  in  his  behalf  the 
appellants  filed  a  declaration  for  increase  on  account  of  increase  of 
disability,  and  for  rerating,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  claimant 
was  serving  as  captain  at  the  time  of  incurrence  of  hydrocele. 

Certificate  issued  April  13, 1899,  to  correct  the  claimant's  rank  from 
first  lieutenant  to  captain,  to  allow  pension  at  $10  per  month  from  dis- 
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charge,  to  May  25,  1898,  date  of  medical  examination,  and  $20  per 
month  thereafter  on  account  of  disability  due  to  hydrocele. 

On  said  issue  the  appellants  were  certified  a  fee  of  $10  for  their 
services  in  securing  an  allowance  of  pension  in  said  claims  for  rerating 
and  increase.  They  contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  for 
securing  rerating,  and  a  fee  of  $2  for  securing  straight  increase. 

In  the  report  of  the  Bureau  it  is  stated,  in  substance,  that  the  fee 
in  a  claim  for  rerating  under  the  general  law  is  such  amount  as  the 
Commissioner  may  see  fit  to  allow,  not  exceeding  $25;  that  in  this 
claim  for  rerating  a  fee  of  $8  is  fully  commensurate  with  the  services 
rendered  by  the  appellants  therein,  and  accordingly  said  amount  was 
certified  to  them,  together  with  the  sum  of  $2  for  their  services  in  the 
claim  for  increase. 

Section  4786  Revised  Statutes,  as  reenacted  and  amended  by  section 
4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  provides,  among  other  things,  that: 

In  all  cases  where  applicatioH  is  made  for  pension  *  *  *  and  no  agreement 
iH  filed  with  the  Commiasioner  as  herein  provided  the  fee  shall  be  ten  doHars  and  no 
more. 

The  proceedings  for  rerating  instituted  by  appellants  in  behalf  of 
the  claimant  may  properly  be  termed  an  application  for  pension,  as 
their  object  was  to  secure  for  the  claimant  an  allowance  of  pension. 
(See  case  of  Davis  v.  Davis,  10  P.  D.,  409,  text.)  In  the  absence  of 
articles  of  agreement  the  law  directs  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
certify  a  fee  of  $10  to  an  attorney  for  his  services  in  prosecuting  an 
application  for  pension.  The  amount  to  be  certified  is  specified  in  the 
act.  The  question  to  be  determined  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
is  whether  the  proceedings  constitute  an  application  for  pension.  If 
they  do  constitute  such  an  application,  then  he  is  to  certify  the  fee 
that  the  law  directs  to  be  certified  in  the  absence  of  fee  agreements 
for  the  successful  prosecution  of  an  application  for  pension,  viz,  $10. 
There  is  no  question  for  the  Commissioner  to  determine  as  to  the 
amount  of  fee  to  be  certified  under  the  conditions  recited.  If  he  cer- 
tifies a  fee,  the  amount  is  that  specified  by  the  law. 

The  appellants  are  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  in  the  claim  for  rerating, 
and  a  fee  of  $2  in  the  claim  for  straight  increase — in  all,  the  sum  of 
$12.  Accordingly  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  certify  a 
fee  of  $10  in  the  claim  for  rerating  is  reversed.  The  decision  of  the 
Department  ^n  the  case  of  George  Aab,  deceased  (9  P.  D.,  377),  in  so 
far  &s  it  conflicts  with  the  rule  here  laid  down,  is  overruled. 
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makriage— evtdence— presttmpnon. 
Elizabeth  Henderson  (alleged  widow). 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  had,  at  the  time  of  his  formal  marriage  to  this 

claimant  in  1874,  a  living  and  undivorced  former  wife,  who  died  in  1892,  having 

been  insane  since  1860. 
Held:  Baid  marriage  in  1874  was  invalid  and  void,  and  a  valid  marriage  subsequent 

to  the  death  of  his  lawful  wife  in  1892,  his  own  death  occurring  in  1896,  is  not 

presumable  from  the  circumstances  shown. 

ft 

AfiHutant  Secretary  F.  L,  CaTnpbell  to  the  CormniMianer  of  Pensions^ 

January  10^  1901, 

This  appellant,  Elizabeth  Henderson,  on  November  30,  1896,  and 
February  26, 1897,  filed  claims,  No.  644620,  for  pension,  under,  respec- 
tively, the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  the  widow 
of  Hamilton  Henderson,  who  was  a  member,  from  March  13,  1864,  to 
July  12,  1865,  of  Company  A,  Fourteenth  Illinois  Cavalry,  and  died 
November  11,  1896. 

Both  claims  were  rejected  in  September,  1898,  on  the  ground  that 
the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  because  at  the  time 
of  their  formal  marriage  in  1874  he  had  a  former  wife  living  and  undi- 
vorced. 

The  claimant  appealed  September  30,  1898,  contending  that  a  valid 
marriage  between  hereelf  and  soldier  arose  eo  instanti  on  the  death  in 
1892  of  his  former  wife. 

Shortly  after  the  filing  of  this  appeal  the  appellant  died,  and  the  appeal 
is  prosecuted  by  one  Elleanor  J.  Thayer  for  the  purpose  of  reimburse- 
ment for  funeral  expenses  of  appellant,  there  being,  it  is  stated,  no 
child  of  hers  under  16  years  of  age. 

There  is  record  evidence  of  this  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier 
January  1,  1874,  in  Fabius,  Marion  County,  Mo.,  and  it  is  testified  by 
several  that  they  cohabited  thereafter  as  husband  and  wife  until  his 
death. 

In  the  claim  of  minors  of  James  M.  Cox,  Company  H,  Eighty-ninth 
Ohio  Infantry  (No.  178319),  whose  widow  was  alleged  to  have  remar- 
ried the  soldier  in  this  case  in  1866  or  1867,  there  was  filed  record 
evidence  also  of  the  marriage,  in  1852,  of  this  soldier  to  one  Frances, 
who  was  shown,  also  by  record  evidence  in  that  claim,  to  have  been,  in 
1860,  adjudged  insane,  the  insanity  being  due  to  disease  of  liver,  of 
seven  months'  duration,  and  not  hereditary,  as  found  by  the  inquisi- 
tion, and  to  have  been  incarcerated  in  insane  asylums  or  almshouses 
continuously  thereafter  until  her  death  in  August,  1892,  said  Hender- 
son having  apparently  abandoned  her  entirely  on  her  becoming  insane. 

It  was  also  shown  in  that  claim  that  the  widow  of  Cox  lived  with  this 
soldier  Henderson  from  1866,  or  1867,  until  her  death,  which  was 
probably  in  1868,  and  she  was  supposed  by  some  to  have  married  him. 
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The  claimant  in  this  case  then  testified,  however,  that  Cox's  widow  and 
Henderson  were  not  married,  but  lived  in  her  kitchen,  occupying  sep- 
arate beds;  and  as  he  then  had  a  living  and  undivorced,  although 
insane,  wife,  there  could  have  been  no  valid  marriage  either  between 
him  and  Cox's  widow  or  between  him  and  this  claimant  in  1874,  or 
prior  to  August,  1892,  when  his  insane  wife  died. 

Insanity  of  a  wife  or  husband  is  not  a  cause  for  divorce  either  in 
Miijsouri,  where  claimant's  marriage  in  1874  was  contracted,  or  in  Illi- 
nois, where  they  lived  thereafter  and  at  his  death,  although  when 
existing  at  the  time  of  a  marriage  it  may  be  ground  for  annulment  of 
such  marriage.  As  the  insanity  of  this  soldier's  first  wife  did  not  arise 
until  many  years  after  their  marriage,  it  could  not  have  been  ground 
either  for  annulment  of  such  marriage  or  for  a  divorce  therefrom,  and 
no  ground  whatever  for  a  divorce  appears,  unless  it  be  his  own  appar- 
ent desertion  of  her,  which  would  not  probably  have  been  available, 
in  this  case,  by  either  him  or  her. 

It  is  testified,  however,  that  no  divorce  from  his  marriage  in  1852 
was  ever  procured,  and  it  is,  in  fact,  tacitly  admitted  that  his  marriage 
to  this  claimant  in  1874  was  invalid  and  void,  as  it  clearly  was,  because 
of  such  prior  marriage,  the  contention  of  the  appeal  being  that  a  valid 
marriage  between  soldier  and  cMmant  arose  on  the  death,  in  1892,  of 
his  wife  Frances. 

That  the  soldier's  relations  with  Cox's  widow  were  wholly  illicit  can 
not  be  doubted,  he  being  as  incompetent  to  contract  a  lawful  and  valid 
marriage  with  her  as  with  claimant;  and  his  first  relations  with  this 
claimant  can  not  be  characterized  by  any  higher  term,  for  she  seems 
to  have  been  fully  aware  of  the  existence  of  his  wife  Frances,  and  to 
have  associated  with  him,  and  allowed  him  to  associate  in  her  own 
•  house  with  the  widow  of  Cox  freely  and  openly,  notwithstanding  his 
unfortunate  absent  wife,  whom  he  so  flagrantly  neglected  and  aban- 
doned to  asylums  and  almshouses. 

If  she  was  willing  to  live  thus  illicitly  and  immorally  with  the  soldier 
during  the  eighteen  years  from  their  formal  marriage  in  1874  to  the 
death  of  his  wife  Frances  in  1892,  it  must  be  presumed  she  would  as 
readily  continue  living  with  him  without  any  valid  marriage  between 
them,  as  it  is  not  contended  that  any  actual  new  contract  of  marriage 
was  in  fact  entered  into  between  them  after  1892.  There  being  no 
pure  matrimonial  intent  before,  there  appears  to  be  no  reason  for  pre- 
suming any  after,  the  death  of  the  lawful  wife  Frances.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  presumption  is  that  the  illicit  relation  continued,  and  under 
the  circumstances  shown  it  must  be  held  that  there  was  no  valid  mar- 
riage between  them  at  any  time  and  that  she  was  not,  in  law,  his 
widow. 

The  action  appealed  from,  therefore,  is  affirmed,  and  all  papers  in 
the  case  are  returned  herewith. 
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SERVICE— DISCHARGE— ACrr  OF  JUNE  21,  1890. 

Martin  Cousins. 

While  soldier's  discharge  and  a  report  from  th<)  War  Department  shor  that  he  served 
from  January  27  to  April  14, 1864,  other  records  show  him  present  with  hia  com- 
pany, assigned  to  light  duty,  in  **camp  sick,"  and  dischai'ged  May  21, 1864,  it  is 
held  that  he  was  actually  in  the  military  service  from  enlistment  to  May  21, 1864, 
and  therefore  in  the  military  service  for  ninety  days  daring  the  late  war  of  the 
rebellion. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  CampbeU  to  the  Commhissumer  of  Pensions^ 

January  16,  1901. 

Your  communication  of  December  28,  1900,  inviting  attention  to 
and  suggesting  a  reconsideration  of  decision  of  this  Department  of 
August  31, 1899,  i-eversing  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  rejecting 
the  claim  of  Martin  Collins,  late  a  private  in  Company  D,  Fifty-fourth 
New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  has  been  duly  and  carefully 
considered. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  the  claimant  did  not 
render  ninety  days'  military  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
and  you  correctly  state  that  the  only  question  at  present  at  issue  in  the 
case  is  whether  an  actual  service  of  ninety  days'  duration,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  was  rendered  b}'  said  soldier. 

When  this  case  was  before  the  Department  on  appeal  the  only  evi- 
dence in  the  papers  bearing  on  this  question  consisted  of  the  reports 
of  the  War  Department,  dated  April  8,  1891,  and  June  27,  1893, 
respectively,  giving  the  military  history  of  the  soldier  as  contained  in  * 
the  official  military  records  on  file  in  that  Department,  and  the  sur- 
geon's certificate  of  disability  upon  which  he  had  been  discharged  the 
service. 

Both  repoils  of  the  War  Department  and  the  certificate  of  disability 
showed  that  the  soldier  had  enlisted  on  January  27,  1864,  and  had  been 
discharged  on  April  14,  1864,  covering  a  period  of  but  seventy-nine 
days,  but  it  was  insisted  by  the  claimant  in  the  appeal  that  although 
the  muster-out  roll  and  the  certificate  of  disability  gave  the  date  of  his 
discharge  as  April  14, 1864,  he  was  not  actually  relieved  from  military 
duty  and  separated  from  the  military  service  until  sometime  in  the 
following  month  of  May,  when  his  discharge  was  delivered  to  him  and 
went  into  effect,  and  that  in  the  meantime  he  was  held  to  military 
service  and  was  on  duty  with  his  company.  This  contention  appeared 
to  be  fully  sustained  and  conclusively  borne  out  by  the  statement  in 
said  reports  of  the  War  Dex)artment  that "  other  records  show  him"  on 
duty  with  his  company  on  March  16,  1864,  and  on  April  26,  1864 
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(twelve  days  after  the  date  given  in  the  certificate  of  disability  and  the 
muster-out  roll  as  the  date  of  his  discharge),  he  was  assigned  to  ^^  light 
duty"  with  his  company,  and  on  April  27,  May  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 18d4,  he 
is  borne  on  the  rolls  of  his  company  as  in  '^  camp  sick,"  and  on  May 
21,  1864,  he  is  reported  as  "discharged." 

These  records  unmistakably  and  clearly  indicate  that  the  soldier  was 
on  duty  with  his  company,  with  the  exception  of  the  days  he  is  reported 
as  sick  in  camp,  and  that  he  was  held  to  military  service  from  March 
16  to  May  21,  1864,  when  he  was  actually  discharged  from  his  com- 
pany and  separated  from  the  military  service,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  technical  date  of  his  discharge,  as  given  in  other  records,  was 
April  14,  1864.  This  conclusion  appears  to  me  to  be  inevitable  and 
conclusive  from  said  records,  and  the  facts  stated  therein  are  abso- 
lutely inconsistent  and  whoUy  in<;ompatible  with  the  presumption, 
suggested  in  your  communication,  that  during  the  period  intervening 
between  the  date  of  his  discharge  as  given  in  the  certificate  of  dis- 
ability and  the  muster-out  roll.  April  14,  1864,  and  the  date  of  dis- 
cbarge as  given  in  said  ''other  records,"  May  21, 1864,  the  ''soldier 
chose  to  remain  with  his  command  after  his  discharge  to  await  trans- 
portation north." 

So  far  from  such  a  presumption  being  "a  fair  and  reasonable"  one, 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  completely  and  conclusively  refuted  by  the  facts 
stated  in  said  "other  records,"  which  were,  presumably,  the  daily 
reports,  returns,  and  rolls  of  his  company,  and  are  equally  as  authori- 
tative as  to  all  facts  therein  stated  as  the  records  showing  that  the 
soldier  was  discharged  on  Apil  14,  1864. 

If  the  soldier  was,  as  you  suggest,  "  simply  a  hanger-on  at  hospital 
and  camp,  and  remained  in  camp  or  hospital  as  before  stated  after  his 
discharge  to  await  transportation  north  by  steamer,"  it  is  perfectly 
inexplicable  that  he  should  have  been  carried  on  the  rolls  of  his  com- 
pany during  this  period  as  present  for  duty  and  as  on  duty;  that  he 
should  have  been  assigned  from  regular  or  ordinary  duty  to  "light 
duty"  on  April  26,  1864;  that  his  absence  from  duty,  "  bick  in  camp," 
should  have  been  noted  on  the  rolls  on  April  27,  May  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 
1864;  and  that  he  should  have  been  reported  as  finally  and  actually 
discharged  the  service  and  relieved  from  military  duty  only  on  May 
21,  1864.  There  is,  besides,  not  a  word  of  testimony  nor  a  particle 
of  evidence  of  any  kind  in  the  case  to  sustain  such  a  presumption  or 
tending  in  any  way  to  show  that  the  soldier  remained  about  the  camp 
of  his  command  after  he  was  actually  discharged  and  relieved  from 
military  duty  with  his  company  for  any  period  of  time  whatever, 
either  to  await  transportation  north  by  steamer  or  for  any  other  pur- 
pose, or  showing  that  he  was  ever  in  hospital  at  any  time  during  his 
military  service. 

Neither  am  I  able  to  concur  in  your  conclusion  that  the  provisions 
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of  section  4701,  Revised  Statutes,  were  not  ''designed  to  apply  to  the 
case  of  a  soldier  discharged  on  individual  muster-out  roil  where  a 
discrepancy  or  interval  occurred  between  the  date  of  discharge  and 
the  date  of  the  soldier's  actual  separation  from  the  service."  It  seems 
to  mo  that  the  language  of  said  section  necessarily  applies  directly  to 
and  was  intended  to  cover  the  case  of  a  soldier  who  was  technically 
discharged  or  mustered  out  of  the  service,  but  who,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  was  held  in  the  service  for  a  longer  period,  and  not  actually 
separated  therefrom  or  relieved  from  military  duty  and  control  until 
a  subsequent  date.  The  words  used  in  said  section,  *'or  until  their 
actual  discharge  for  other  cause  than  the  expiration  of  the  service  of 
such  organization,"  can  only  refer  to  the  actual  release  of  the  soldier 
from  military  duty  and  control  and  his  actual  separation  from  the 
service  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  conclusion  announced 
in  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  this  case  was  fully  warranted  and 
justified  by  the  facts  shown  by  the  record  at  that  time  in  the  papers 
and  considered  by  the  Department,  and  upon  which  said  opinion  was 
based. 

It  appears,  however,  that  since  this  case  was  before  the  Department 
on  appeal  the  soldier  has  been  called  upon  to  furnish  his  discharge 
certificate,  and  that  the  same  was  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on 
October  16,  1900.  This  certificate  states  that  the  soldier  was  dis- 
charged the  service  of  the  United  States  on  April  14,  1864,  and  cor- 
responds with  the  date  of  discharge  given  in  the  certificate  of  disability 
and  the  muster-out  roll.  Furthermore,  on  October  27,  1900,  said  dis- 
charge certificate  and  all  the  other  papers  in  the  case  bearing  on  the 
question  of  the  soldier's  discharge  were  resubmitted  to  the  authorities 
of  the  War  Department,  for  their  consideration,  and  on  October  29, 
1900,  the  same  were  returned  by  the  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
Office  of  the  War  Department — 

*  *  *  with  the  information  that  it  haa  been  determined  by  this  Department 
from  the  records  and  from  the  discharge  certificate  of  Martin  Ck>Iliiis,  Company  D, 
Fifty-fourth  New  York  Volunteers,  that  he  was  discharged  the  service  April  14, 1864, 
by  reason  of  disability. 

The  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  for  the  War  Department  was  also  called 
upon  on  November  10  and  17,  1900,  for  information  whether  the  sol- 
dier had  been  paid  for  any  period  of  service  subsequent  to  April  14, 
1864,  and  replied  on  November  23,  1900,  stating  that  the  records  of 
his  office  failed  to  show  that  any  payment  was  ever  made  to  the  soldier 
for  any  period  of  his  service  in  said  organization. 

So  far  as  I  am  able  to  discover,  these  additional  matters  that  have 
been  introduced  into  the  case  since  it  was  formerly  considered  by  the 
Department  do  not  change  its  status  in  any  important  respect,  and  add 
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nothing  material  to  tlie  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  of  this 
5?oldier's  "actual  discharge"  from  the  service. 

The  date  of  discharge  given  in  the  discharge  certificate  was  evidently 
taken  from  the  date  given  in  the  certificate  of  disability  and  the  muster- 
out  roll,  and  does  not  afford  any  explanation  whatever  of  the  fact  that 
the  soldier  is  shown  by  the  official  records  of  his  company  to  have  been 
on  duty  and  to  have  been  held  to  military  service,  and  not  actually 
relieved  therefrom  nor  released  from  military  control  and  actually 
separated  from  the  service  and  discharged,  for  a  period  of  about  thirty- 
seven  days  after  that  date. 

The  communication  from  the  War  Department  of  October  29, 1900, 
contains  merely  a  deduction  or  conclusion  of  the  officers  of  that  Depart- 
ment, drawn  from  the  same  facts  and  based  upon  the  same  records 
that  were  in  evidence  before  the  Pension  Bureau  and  this  Department, 
and  is  in  no  sense  binding  upon  this  Department  in  the  determination 
of  the  length  of  this  soldier's  pensionable  service  under  the  provisions 
of  the  pension  laws.  The  facts  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  relative  to  the  soldier's  service  and  discharge  are  binding 
and  conclusive  upon  this  Department,  but  the  deductions  and  conclu- 
sions of  the  officers  of  the  War  Department  drawn  therefrom  are  not, 
and  have  never  been  held  to  be,  although  such  opinions  are  strongly 
persuasive  and  are  always  to  be  treated  with  due  consideration  and 
respect. 

The  reply  of  the  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  shows  that  there 
is  no  record  of  any  payment  whatever  having  been  made  to  the  soldier 
for  any  period  of  his  military  service,  and  therefore  adds  nothing 
material  to  the  case,  and  serves  to  throw  no  light  whatever  upon  the 
question  of  the  date  of  the  soldier's  actual  discharge. 

As  long  as  the  records  of  the  soldier's  company,  showing  that  he 
was  actually  on  duty,  that  he  was  under  military  control  and  was  not 
released  therefrom  nor  separated  from  the  military  service  as  a  matter 
of  fact  from  April  14,  1864,  to  May  21,  1864,  stand  unexplained, 
undisputed,  and  are  to  be  considered  authoritative,  I  am  constrained 
to  hold  that  said  latter  date  must  be  accepted  as  the  date  of  his  "actual 
discharge"  from  the  service,  and  that  under  the  express  provisions  of 
section  4701,  Revised  Statutes,  the  period  of  his  pensionable  service 
will  extend  to  that  date,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  other  records 
hereinbefore  mentioned  show  his  discharge  on  April  14,  1864, 

The  foregoing  views  relative  to  the^  construction  to  be  given  the 
words  *' actual  discharge,"  as  used  in  section  4701,  Revised  Statutes, 
and  as  to  what  constitutes  the  "  actual  discharge  "  of  a  soldier  from  the 
military  service,  are  fully  sustained  by  the  opinion  of  the  Judge- 
Advocate-General  of  the  United  States  Armv,  cited  in  full  in  the  case 
of  Elizabeth  H.  Poland,  widow  (8  P.  D.,  266),  and  which  is  cited  and 
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approved  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  David  H.  Dyer  (9  P.  D.. 
87),  wherein  the  question  herein  involved  is  exhaustively  and  elabor- 
atelv  discussed. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  decision  in  this  case  of  August  31. 
1899,  will  be  adhered  to,  and  you  are  requested  to  proceed  with  the 
read  judication  of  this  claim  upon  its  merits  as  heretofore  directed. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


declaiiations-jurisdiction-execution. 

Samuel  Berry. 

The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  made  on  August  10,  1888,  before  the  deputy 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  same  was  executed  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  of  said  8tate. 

Held,  The  declaration  is  invalid. 

Assistant  Secretary/  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensiom^ 

January  31^  1901. 

On  August  10,  1888,  Samuel  Berry,  formerly  of  Company  E,  First 
California  Cavalry,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  based  upon  a  disability  alleged  to  be  the  result  of  an  injury  to 
the  back  and  rheumatism.  On  June  7, 1890,  he  filed  a  similar  declara- 
tion, based  upon  substantially  the  same  allegations. 

On  June  25,  1898,  before  action  was  taken  upon  the  merits  of  the 
claim,  the  first  declaration  was,  on  account  of  certain  facts  disclosed 
upon  special  examination,  held  to  be  invalid  and  materially  defective. 

The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  executed  in  the  county  of 
Macomb,  State  of  Michigan,  before  Orlando  N.  Devereaux,  deputy 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  said  county.  To  the  declaration  is  also 
affixed  the  seal  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  State  of 
Michigan.  On  December  20,  1897,  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  instituted 
proceedings  indicated  by  the  following  letter: 

To  the  Chief  op  the  Special  Examination  Division. 

Sir:  Herewith  are  transmitted  the  papers  in  the  claim  of  Samuel  Beny,  formerly 
of  Company  E,  First  California  Cavalry,  No.  667901. 

A  declaration  in  this  case  filed  August  10, 1888,  purports  execution  by  the  claimant 
on  July  31,  1888,  in  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  before  Orlando  N.  Devereaux,  with 
M.  A.  Densmore,  of  Traverse  City,  Mich.,  and  P.  F.  Simmonds,  of  Maple  City,  Mich., 
as  identifying  witnesses. 

You  are  requested  to  place  these  papers  in  the  hands  of  a  special  examiner  whose 
district  includes  Benzie  County,  Mich.,  with  instructions  to  take  the  deposition  of 
the  claimant  at  Osborne,  Mich.,  who  should  be  interrogated  as  to  where  and  before 
whom  said  declaration  was  executed;  whether  or  not  he  was  in  Macomb  County, 
Mich.,  on  or  alx)ut  the  date  said  paper  was  executed,  and  any  circumstances,  within 
his  recollection,  connected  with  the  execution  of  said  declaration. 

The  depositions  of  M.  A.  Densmore  and  P.  F.  Simmonds,  who  resided  at  Traverse 
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City  and  Maple  City,  reapectively,  should  he  taken,  and  they  should  be  interrogated 
as  to  where  and  before  whom  the  declaration  was  executed;  whether  they  were  in 
Macomb  County,  Mich.,  on  or  about  the  date  of  execution,  and  any  other  circimi- 
<?tance8  connected  with  the  execution  of  said  declaration  within  their  recollection. 

This  case  should  be  made  special,  and  upon  the  completion  of  the  investigation 
the  papers  should  be  returned  to  the  law  division,  this  letter  appearing  as  an  exhibit 
to  the  examiner's  report. 

In  accordance  with  the  directions  contained  in  the  above-mentioned 
letter  a  special  examination  was  conducted  in  the  month  of  January, 
1898,  at  which  time  it  was  disclosed  by  the  e\ndence  of  the  claimant 
and  others  that  the  said  declaration  was  not  executed  in  Macomb 
County,  Mich.,  but  in  Traverse  City,  Grand  Traverse  County,  in  said 
State.  It  appears  that  on  the  last  of  July  and  first  of  August,  1888, 
there  was  a  reunion  of  soldiers  and  sailors  assembled  at  Traverse  Citv, 
and  that  during  the  encampment  one  J.  L.  Starkwether  occupied  a 
tent  upon  the  grounds  as  a  pension  attorney.  At  this  time  and  place 
tiaid  attorney  prepared  the  declaration  in  question,  which  was  then  and 
there  executed  in  full.  The  claimant  thinks  that  the  name  of  the 
person  who  administered  the  oath  was  Thornton,  but  he  is  not  sure  of 
that.     He  is  not  acquainted  with  Orlando  N.  Devereaux. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  thus  disclosed  said  declaration  was  held  to  be 
invalid,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  September  19, 
1898,  resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  claimant  was  quite  unaware 
of  any  irregularity  touching  the  manner  in  which  the  declaration  was 
prepared  and  that  he  should  not  be  held  amenable  for  the  blunder  of 
a  pension  attorney. 

This  contention  is  untenable.  A  client  is  bound  b}'^  the  acts  of  his 
attorney  so  long, as  they  are  confined  to  the  legitimate  scope  of  his 
duty  and  obligation  under  the  contract  of  employment. 

Under  the  law  as  it  stood  when  the  declaration  in  question  was 
executed,  as  set  forth  in  section  4714,  Revised  Statutes,  the  same  had 
to  be  made  '*  before  a  court  of  record  or  before  some  officer  thereof 
having  custody  of  its  seal."  This  declaration  purports  to  have  been 
executed  before  the  deputy  clerk  of  a  court  of  record  of  Macomb 
County,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  it  was 
really  made  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  in  said  State.  The  jurisdiction 
of  said  court  was  limited  to  the  county  of  Macomb,  and  consequently 
its  acts  or  the  acts  of  its  officers  outside  the  limits  of  said  county  do 
not  import  verity,  and  are,  therefore,  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  action  seems  to  have  been  proper,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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marriage-bvidencb— pkesumption  of  death— new  york  laws. 

Annie  Notman  (widow). 

Appellant  was  married  to  one  David  King  in  1852,  in  Scotland.  Between  1855  and 
1856  said  King  came  to  the  United  States,  leaving  his  wife  in  Scotland;  there- 
after he  sent  for  her,  and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  him  at  Cohoes,  N.  Y.,  where 
they  lived  as  man  and  wife  until  October  of  that  year,  when  on  account  of  the 
closing  of  the  mill  in  which  he  was  employed  he  left  home  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  work  and  has  never  been  seen  or  heard  from  since  by  appellant  In 
December,  1865,  claimant  married  James  Notman,  who  died  May  26,  1892,  leav- 
ing her  without  property  or  means  of  support 

Hddy  That  claimant  was  the  legal  widow  of  James  Notman  under  the  laws  of  New 
York  and  that  her  claim  as  such  is  sufficiently  proved  under  the  law  as  stated 
in  the  case  of  Davie  v.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  and  that  under  the  evidence  she  is 
entitled  to  pension  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Notman  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890. 

The  cases  of  Lavanchia  L.  Salisbury  (7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spicer  t;.  Spioer  (16  Abb. 
Prac.  Repts. )  referred  to  and  distinguished. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Carrvphdl  to  the  Commissicmer  of  Pensions^ 

January  31^  1901, 

James  Notman  enlisted  as  a  private  of  Company  G,  Fifth  Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer  Cavalry,  August  10,  1861,  and  was  honorably  dis- 
charged therefrom  as  a  sergeant  August  7,  1865.  February  21, 1881, 
he  was  pensioned  at  $3  per  month  on  account  of  loss  of  left  index 
finger,  and  afterwards  his  pension  was  increased  to  $4  per  month,  which 
amount  he  received  to  the  time  of  his  death,  which  occurred  on  May 
26, 1892. 

June  25,  1892,  the  claimant  herein,  under  the  name  of  Annie  Not- 
man, filed  two  applications  for  pension,  one  under  the  general  law  and 
one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Not- 
man. Both  claims  were  rejected  by  the  Bureau  on  September  30, 1893, 
on  the  ground  that  claimant  had  no  title,  having  failed  to  prove  the 
death  of  her  former  husband  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  deceased 
soldier. 

March  22,  1894,  claimant  appealed  therefrom  to  the  Department, 
and  on  October  30,  1894,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  her 
claim  was  affirmed. 

September  21,  1896,  claimant  filed  a  certificate  of  the  register  of 
deaths  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  showing  that  on  January  15, 1859,  a  man 
by  the  name  of  Dickson  King  died  at  that  city,  aged  30  yeai's. 

January  8, 1897,  the  Bureau  held  that  this  certificate  could  not  be 
accepted  as  proof  of  the  death  of  claimant's  first  husband,  whose  name 
was  David  King. 

November  15, 1897,  attorney  for  claimant  filed  an  affidavit  of  Letitia 
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Herron,  a  sister  of  David  King,  claimant's  fii'st  husband,  stating  that 
a8  far  as  she  knew — 

David  King  is  dead  and  believe  that  he  is  the  person  buried  in  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
in  1859,  and  is  on  the  rejjister  of  the  health  office  as  Dickson  King.  I  have  not 
heard  of  him  since  hearing  of  his  death  in  1859. 

March  8, 1898,  the  Bureau  held  that  the  showing  made  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  an}"  change  in  the  action  rejecting  claimant's  claims, 
and  October  14,  1898,  claimant's  attornej^  appealed  from  the  action  of 
the  Bureau. 

Prior  to  claimant's  marriage  to  the  deceased  soldier  she  was  married 
to  one  David  King,  and  the  material  question  presented  by  the  appeal 
is  whether  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  such  in  character  as  would 
entitle  her  to  a  pension  as  his  widow. 

The  undisputed  testimony  in  the  case  shows  that  in  July,  1852, 
appeUant  was  married  to  said  King  in  Scotland,  and  they  lived  there 
together  as  man  and  wife  for  about  three  years  and  a  half,  when  the 
husband  came  to  this  country,  leaving  his  wife  there.  He  located  at 
Cohoes,  N.  Y.,  where  he  was  employed  in  a  cotton  mill.  About  a 
year  and  a  half  after  his  arrival  in  this  country  he  sent  for  his  wife, 
and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  her  husband  at  Cohoes,  where  they  lived 
as  husband  and  wife  until  some  time  in  the  fall  of  that  3'ear,  when  the 
mill  at  which  he  was  employed  was  closed  on  account  of  the  financial 
stringency  prevailing  at  that  time,  and  her  husband  was  thrown  out 
of  employment.  In  October,  ^1857,  her  husband  went  away  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  work,  and  claimant  has  never  seen  or  heard  any- 
thing definite  from  him  since  that  time.  There  was  no  disagreement 
nor  trouble  between  them  prior  to  or  at  the  time  he  left  home.  His 
sole  purpose  in  going  away  was  to  find  employment.  Claimant 
remained  at  Cohoes  and  worked  away  from  home,  washing  and  such 
other  work  as  she  could  get  to  do,  and  supported  herself  and  two 
children  she  had  by  King.     She  states  that  she — 

looked  forward  to  the  time  when  he  would  return  or  write  for  me  to  come  to  him 
but  no  word  ever  came,  and  after  years  of  absence  I  concluded  he  was  dead,  or  some 
one  would  have  seen  him  or  I  would  have  heard  from  him.    ♦    *    * 

Some  years  after  her  husband  went  away  a  tramp  told  her  that  her 
husband  was  dead;  that  he  died  in  a  hospital  somewhere  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Before  Notman  enlisted  in  the  Army  he  was  acquainted  with  claim- 
ant's husband  King,  and  after  his  return  from  the  Aniiy  he  boarded 
at  the  house  where  claimant  worked  until  thev  were  married,  in 
December,  1865.  Before  thev  were  married  thev  talked  over  the 
matter  of  King's  absence,  and  both  believed,  as  he  had  been  gone  for 
over  seven  years  and  nothing  had  been  heard  from  him,  that  he  was 
dead.     At  the  time  claimant  married  Notman,  King  had  been  absent 
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for  over  eight  years,  and  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  it  is  clear  that 
both  parties  to  the  latter  marriage  believed  that  her  former  husband. 
King,  was  dead,  and  acted  in  good  faith  in  the  premises.  James  Not- 
man  died  May  26,  1892,  leaving  claimant  in  straitened  circumstances 
and  without  means  of  support  or  property. 

The  attorney  for  appellant  refers  to  the  case  of  Frances  E.  Wyant 
(unreported),  decided  by  the  Department  May  19,  1894,  and  contends 
that  it  should  govern  this  case. 

Among  other  things  in  said  case  it  is  said: 

In  England  it  has  long  been  settled  as  a  rule  of  law  that  a  man  is  presamed  to  be 
dead  at  the  expiration  of  seven  years  from  the  time  he  was  last  known  to  be  li^'ing; 
and  this  principle  has  been  followed  and  adopted  by  nearly  all  the  courts  of  the 
several  States  of  this  country.  The  statutes  of  New  York  declare  that^  **  If  any  per- 
son whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  absented  himself  or  herself  for  the  space  of 
five  consecutive  years  without  being  known  to  such  person  to  be  living  daring  that 
time  shall  marry  during  the  lifetime  of  such  absent  husband  or  wife,  the  marriage 
shall  be  void  only  from  the  time  its  nullity  shall  be  pronounced  by  a  coort  of  com- 
petent authority."     (Sec.  6,  chap.  8,  art.  1,  vol.  3,  p.  2332,  N.  Y.  R.  S.) 

In  cases  like  this,  section  2  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  provides 
that  marriages  shall  he  proven — 

to  be  legal  marriages,  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at 
the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the  pension  accrued.    ♦    ♦    * 

Appellant  was  married  to  Notman  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and 
resided  in  that  State  when  she  applied  for  pension.  Under  the  statute 
of  New  York  and  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  her 
marriage  to  Notman  was  authorized,  and  therefore  could  not  be  said  to 
be  invalid.  It  is  true  that  such  marriage  might  have  been  inquired 
into  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  upon  a  proper  showing 
might  have  been  pronounced  void  by  such  court;  but  so  long  as  the 
marriage  remains  undisturbed  by  a  court  it  must  retain  all  the  char- 
acteristics of  a  valid  marriage.  More  than  thirty-five  years  have 
elapsed  since  said  marriage  occurred;  and  so  far  as  the  testimony  shows 
its  validity  has  not  been  questioned,  and  there  is  no  presumption  that 
it  ever  will  be  annulled.  Under  these  circumstances  there  is  no  good 
reason  for  holding  that  said  marriage  was  illegal  and  thereupon  deny- 
ing claimant  a  pension,  if  she  is  otherwise  entitled  to  one  under  the 
pension  laws.  Stated  in  another  form,  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 
New  York  in  cases  coming  within  its  provisions  is  to  create  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  husband  who  is  absent,  unheard  of  for  five  years  in 
succession  is  dead.  This  presumption  having  been  established  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case  must  be  held  to  continue  until  it  is  rebutted  or 
overcome  by  sufficient  evidence. 

The  question  of  the  validity  of  the  claimant's  marriage  to  Notman 
was  considered  Avhen  the  case  was  here  on  the  former  appeal,  and 
decided  adversely  to  her  upon  the  authority  of  Lavanchia  L.  Salisbury 
(7  I\  D.,  24:7)  and  Spicor  r.  Spicer  (16  Abb.  Prac.  Repts.,  N.  S.,  112). 

These  cases  are  clearly  not  in  point,  as  they  differ  from  the  case  at 
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bar  in  their  essential  facts.  In  the  Salisbury  case  the  claimant  had 
previously  been  married,  which  marriage  she  claimed  had  been  "dis- 
solved by  mutual  consent."  At  the  time  of  claimant's  marriage  to  the 
soldier  she  had  a  husband  living  from  whom  she  was  not  divorced. 

In  Spicer  v.  Spicer  the  plaintiflTs  claim  was  based  upon  the  allega- 
tion that  she  was  the  widow  of  John  Spicer,  and  the  court  found  that 
the  first  question  which  arose  in  the  case  was  ''whether  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  entitled  to  dower  in  lands  of  which  John  Spicer  might 
have  died  seised."  The  defense  was  that  the  marriage  to  Spicer  was 
void,  because  Miller,  the  absent  husband,  was  still  living,  and  said 
Miller  was  produced  as  a  witness  and  testified  upon  the  trial.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  court  held  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 
entitled  to  admeasurement  of  dower  as  the  widow  of  John  Spicer. 

It  thus  appears  that  in  each  of  these  cases  the  claimants  had  living 
husbands  by^  former  marriages  from  whom  they  had  not  been  divorced 
at  the  times  they  contracted  marriage  with  the  persons  under  whom 
they  claimed  as  widows,  while  in  this  case  there  is  nothing  to  show 
that  claimant's  husband  King  was  living  when  she  married  the  soldier. 

Since  the  Department  decided  this  case  Congress  has  seen  fit  to  pass 
an  act  regulating  proof  of  death  in  pension  cases  providing: 

That  in  considering  claims  filed  under  the  pension  laws  the  death  of  an  enlisted 
man  or  officer  shall  be  considere<i  as  sufficiently  proved  if  satisfactory  evidence  is 
produced  establishing  the  fact  of  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  such 
enlisted  man  or  officer  from  his  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  during 
which  period  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  shall  have  been  received.  And  any 
pension  granted  under  this  act  shall  cease  upon  proof  that  such  officer  or  enlisted 
man  is  still  living.     (Act  of  March  13,  1896.) 

This  practically  applies  to  all  pension  cases  the  common  law  rule  as 
laid  down  in  Davie  t\  Briggs.     (97  U.  S.,  628.) 

It  follows  that  the  Department  erred  in  its  former  decision  in  fol- 
lowing the  cases  cited,  and  it  also  follows  that  the  law  passed  since 
said  decision  covers  the  case  under  consideration. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


fee— refunbment-evidexce— presumption. 

Edward  W.  Stephens  (claimant). 

G.  W.  Mitchell  (attorney). 

After  the  lapse  of  several  years  from  the  date  of  an  action  of  the  Bureau  adjudging 
that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee,  it  will  be  presumed,  when  it  appears  that 
said  attorney  performed  the  material  service  necessary  to  earn  a  fee,  that  he 
observed  the  rules  of  practice  as  regards  mere  formal  service. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Cantphdl  to  the  CoininisHwncr  (ff  Pruftions^ 

January  31^  IDOl, 

G.  W.  Mitchell,  of  Pcabody,  Kans.,  February  7,  1900,  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the*  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue 
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of  October  29,  1895,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law 
of  Edward  W.  Stephens,  who  served  in  Company  G,  Eighty-ninth 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantrj'. 

Edward  W.  Stephens  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  general 
law  at  the  rate  of  $24  per  month,  on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of 
breast  and  lungs  and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  when  in  his  behalf,  on 
April  18,'  1889,  a  claim  for  straight  increase  was  filed  by  Legg  & 
Davisson,  of  Topeka,  Kans.,  which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in 
their  favor.  Said  firm  was  composed  of  A.  M.  Legg  and  R.  A.  Davis- 
son.  The  firm  was  dissolved  July  17, 1889,  and  by  a  subsequent  agree- 
ment Mr.  Davisson  was  to  be  recognized  in  all  pension  claims  filed  in 
the  firm  name  at  the  time.  On  December  20,  1889,  the  claimant, 
through  a  member  of  Congress,  was  called  upon  for  evidence  showing 
total  inability  for  manual  labor  on  account  of  pensioned  disability. 
At  the  time  the  call  was  made  notice  to  a  claimant  was  notice  to  the 
attorney;  this  was  the  practice  until  December  30,  1894,  the  date  of 
the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Calista  M.  Hardy  (7  P.  D., 
39),  when  a  more  equitable  rule  was  laid  down.  However,  the  prac- 
tice at  the  time  said  call  was  made  was  to  require  the  evidence  noted, 
in  a  claim  for  straight  increase,  when  the  claimant  was  in  receipt  of 
pension  at  the  rate  of  ^24  per  month  for  other  than  specific  disability: 
as  Mr.  Davisson  was  the  original  attorney,  it  was  his  duty  to  file  evi- 
dence showing  total  disability  for  performing  manual  labor  on  account 
of  accepted  cause.  He  did  not  file  such  evidence,  and  therefore 
became  in  neglect  at  least  on  December  20,  1890,  one  year  from  the 
date  of  the  aforementioned  call  of  the  Bureau,  if  not  at  an  earlier  date: 
he  continued  to  call  up  the  case. 

A.  M.  Legg,  then  of  Topeka,  Kans.,  September  24,  1889,  and  Feb- 
ruary' 21,  1890,  filed  declaration  for  increase  of  j^ension  in  behalf  of 
Edward  W.  Stephens,  each  of  which  declarations  contained  a  power 
of  attornc}'  in  favor  of  said  A.  M.  Legg.  Mr.  Legg  called  up  the 
case  many  times  during  the  years  1889,  1890,  1891,  1892,  1893,  1894, 
and  subsequently. 

In  behalf  of  Edward  W.  Stephens,  the  appellant  filed  March  17, 1890, 
a  declanition  for  additional  pension  and  for  straight  increase,  and  on 
the  same  date  he  tiled  evidence.  He  called  up  the  case  December  3, 
1891,  July  28,  1892,  and  January  3,  1893.  The  declaration  contained 
a  power  of  attorney  in  favor  of  Mr.  ilitchell.  Of  the  fifteen  affidavits 
filed  by  the  appellant  on  March  17,  l8iK),  ten  of  them,  including  three 
medical  afiidavits,  related  to  the  soldier's  impaired  physical  condition, 
due  to  causes  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  and  tended  to  show  that  he 
was  totally  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  by 
reason  of  disabilitv  due  to  said  causes. 

A  medical  examination  was  ordered  through  Mr,  Mitchell  and  held 
Februarv  25,  1891: 
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On  October  29,  1896,  certificate  issued  to  allow  the  rate  of  $30  per 
month  on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of  left  breast  and  lung  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart,  from  date  of  holding  medical  examination 
February  25, 1891.  A  fee  of  $10  was  certified  to  him  for  his  services 
in  securing  an  allowance  of  straight  increase. 

On  January  22,  1900,  the  Bureau  requested  Mr.  Mitchell  to  refund 
the  fee  paid  him  on  the  issue  of  October  29,  1896,  upon  the  ground 
that  he  had  no  title  to  it;  that  Mr.  Legg  had  prior  rights  in  the  case 
and  the  fee  should  be  paid  to  him.  Mr.  Mitchell  has  refunded  the  fee 
under  protest  and  entered  an  appeal. 

It  is  very  manifest  that  A.  M.  Legg  has  no  title  to  the  fee,'  as  he 
never  rendered  any  material  sennce  in  securing  the  pension  allowed. 
He  filed  a  declaration  for  increase,  but  such  service  had  been  performed 
by  the  firm  of  Legg  &  Davisson.  Mr.  Legg  did  not  succeed  to  the 
rights  of  said  firm,  which  were  subsequently  forfeited  by  Mr.  Davis- 
son.  Mr.  Legg  filed  many  calls  for  status,  and  in  189^  a  firm  to  which 
he  belonged  filed  some  evidence.  However,  the  appellant  had  filed  all 
necessary  evidence  in  March,  1890.  Mr.  Legg,  therefore,  filed  only 
duplicate  evidence,  a  duplicate  declaration  and  calls  for  status;  such 
services  are  not  deemed  material,  and  in  this  case  were  in  no  way 
essential  in  securing  an  allowance  of  pension. 

The  appellant's  title  to  the  fee  is  denied  by  the  Bureau  upon  the 
ground  that  his  power  of  attorney  never  became  operative  in  the  claim 
for  straight  increase. 

The  powers  of  attorney  in  favor  of  Mr.  Legg  and  the  power  of 
attorney  in  favor  of  appellant  were  filed  at  a  time  when  Mr.  Davisson 
was  entitled  to  recognition,  and  therefore  were  inoperative  when 
filed.  Upon  the  default  of  Mr.  Davisson  the  Bureau  exercised  its 
prerogative,  under  the  practice  then  in  vogue,  and  recognized  a  new 
attorney,  though  his  power  was  filed  at  a  time  when  he  was  not  enti- 
tled to  recognition.  In  this  case  there  were  two  attorneys  who  had 
filed  powers  in  their  favor.  It  seems  that  the  Bureau  saw  fit  to  recog- 
nize the  last  attorney  appointed  by  the  claimant.  This  would  be  per- 
missible, as  no  attorney  had  any  prior  rights  in  the  case,  for  the  filing 
of  a  power  of  attorney  when  another  was  entitled  to  recognition  did 
not  at  the  time  in  question  create  an  inchoate  right  which  could  be 
perfected  by  calls  for  status.  So,  under  the  practice,  it  was  optional 
with  the  Bureau  to  recognize  the  appellant.  It  recognized  him,  and 
therefore  his  power  of  attorney  became  operative.  Hence  the  ground 
assigned  by  the  Bureau  for  requiring  the  appellant  to  refund  the  fee 
is  not  well  taken. 

My  attention  has  been  directed  to  the  fact  that  there  is  no  evidence 
that  Mr.  Mitchell  called  up  the  case  every  year  after  it  was  completed 
until  June  16, 1894,  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  John  S.  Keisor  (7  P.  D.,  658).     There  is  no  cjill  slip  in  the  case 
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bearing  an  indoi*sement  subsequent  to  January  3,  1893.  Failure  to 
call  up  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  general  law  at  intervals  of  les8 
than  a  year  during  the  period  noted  would  work  a  forfeiture  of  rights. 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  Mr.  Mitchell  did  not  call  up  the  ca.se 
subsequently  to  January  3,  1893,  except  that  now  there  is  no  call  slip 
in  the  case  indorsed  as  filed  by  him  after  that  date.  If  no  such  slip 
was  on  file  at  the  time  the  claim  was  allowed,  its  absence  would  have 
been  noted.  At  least  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  Bureau  observed 
the  rules.  Inasmuch  as  the  filing  of  a  call  for  status  is  not  deemed 
material  service  after  the  lapse  of  several  years  from  the  date  of  an 
action  of  the  Bureau  adjudging  that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee,  it 
will  be  presumed,  when  it  appears  that  he  performed  the  material 
service  to  earn  a  fee,  that  he  observed  the  rules  of  pi'actice  as  regards 
mere  formal  service. 

I  therefore  fail  to  discover  that  Mr.  Mitchell  forfeited  his  rights 
to  the  fee  by  reason  of  neglect  of  the  case.  The  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  paying  the  fee  to  appellant  should  not  have  been  disturbed  after  the 
lapse  of  so  many  years  as  had  passed  by  before  he  was  called  upon  to 
refund  the  fee  that  was  paid  to  him,  unless  it  clearly  appeared  that 
some  person  had  better  title  to  the  fee  than  Mr.  Mitchell  had,  and 
whose  rights  had  been  ignored  by  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau  having 
determined  title  to  the  fee,  it  should  not  question  the  judgment  therein 
unless  the  evidence  of  error  is  specific.  Any  person  who  deems  that 
he  has  better  title  to  the  fee  than  the  person  to  whom  the  fee  was  paid 
by  the  Bureau  has  his  remedy  by  appeal  to  this  Department.  In  this 
case  it  appears  that  Mr.  MitchelFs  title  to  the  fee  is  perfect;  therefore 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  requiring  him  to  refund  the  same  is  reversed. 


seil\ace-mexican  avar-act  .taxuary  20,  1887. 

Thomas  McGixxiss. 

The  mere  fact  that  claimant  served  as  a  sailor  during  the  war  with  Mexico  is  not 
enough  to  entitle  him  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29, 1887,  but  he 
must  have  ser\'ed  sixty  days  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasti^  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en 
route  thereto,  or  actually  engaged  in  battle,  or  been  personally  named  by  a 
resolution  of  Congress  for  specific  service  rendered  therein. 

Assi^stant  Secretary  F»  L,  Campbtll  to  the  Commwsloner  of  Pensions^ 

February  11,  1901. 

February  15,  1897,  Thomas  McGinniss  filed  an  application  for  a  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  as  a  survivor  of  the  war  with 
Mexico,  alleging  that  on  or  about  the  8th  day  of  May,  1846,  he  enlisted 
at  Boston,  Mass.,  as  a  seaman  for  the  term  of  three  years,  and  was 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  219 

honorably  discharged  at  Gosport,  Va.,  February  27,  1849;  that  he 
actually  served  with  the  Navy  of  the  United  States — 

in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coaat  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto  in  the  war  ^-ith 
that  nation,  which  service  was  as  follows:  I  served  on  the  guardship  Ohio,  was  sent 
to  United  States  ingaXe  United  Suues,  from  thence  to  Africa,  thence  up  the  Medi- 
terranean, back  to  Africa,  and  to  Gosport,  Va. ; 

that  he  was  67  years  of  age,  having  been  born  in  1830.  In  an  affidavit 
filed  November  27,  1897,  claimant  states  that  he  is  72  years  old  and 
wholly  disabled  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor. 

March  9,  1897,  your  Bureau  requested  the  Auditor  of  the  Navy 
Department  to  state  what  evidence  the  records  of  his  office  afford  of 
the  service  of  claimant,  and  May  11,  1897,  he  reported  that — 

ThomaB  McGinnias,  0.  S.,  enlisted  on  the  Ohio  May  S,  1S46,  and  served  to  May  21^ 
1S46,  and  was  dischaiiged  from  the  United  Stales  February  27,  1849. 

January  24,  1898,  the  Bureau  rejected  McGinniss's  claim  on  the 
g'round  that  the  ships  on  which  service  was  rendered  were  not  in 
Mexican  waters  during  claimant's  service. 

October  17,  1898,  claimant's  attorney  appealed  to  the  Department 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  rejecting  his  claim.  Said  attorney 
contends  in  the  appeal: 

That  having  enlisted  for  service  in  the  Mexican  war,  and  having  served  honorably 
for  over  two  years,  being  at  all  times  subject  to  the  orders  of  his  country  and  his 
officers,  it  would  be  unjust  and  lacking  in  equity,  and  bad  law  (in  my  opinion),  to 
hold  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  sendee  in  Mexican  war. 

The  facts  found  by  the  Bureau  that  the  ships  on  which  McGinniss 
served  were  not  in  Mexican  waters  during  his  service  are  not  in  any 
manner  called  in  question,  disputed,  nor  denied  in  the  appeal. 

The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  provides — 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed 
to  place  on  the  pension  roll  the  names  of  the  surviving  officers  and  enli8te<l  men, 
including  marines,  militia,  and  volunteers,  of  the  military  and  naval  ser\nces  of  the 
United  States  who,  being  duly  enlisted,  actually  served  sixty  days  with  the  Army  or 
Navy  of  the  Unite<l  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route 
thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actually  engaged  in  a  battle  in  said  war, 
and  were  honorably  discharged,  and  to  such  oflScers  and  soldiers  and  sailors  as  may 
have  been  personally  named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress  for  any  Hi>ecific  sers'ice  in 
said  war,  and  the  surviving  widow  of  such  oflScers  and  enlisted  men:  Provided,  That 
fnich  widows  have  not  married:  Provided,  That  every  such  officer,  enlisted  man,  or 
widow  who  is  or  may  become  sixty-two  years  of  age,  or  who  is  or  may  become  sub- 
ject to  any  disability  or  dependency  equivalent  to  some  cause  prescribed  or  recog- 
nized by  the  pension  laws  of  the  United  States  as  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  allowance 
of  a  pension,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this  act.    *    ♦    * 

The  evidence  in  this  case  clearly  fails  to  bring  the  claim  within  either 
the  spirit  or  letter  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  record  furnished  by  the  Navy  Department  to  show  that  either 
of  the  vessels  upon  which  claimant  served  had  any  direct  connection 
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with  or  formed  any  part  of  the  military  or  naval  operations  in  the  war 
with  Mexico.  Said  record  shows  that  claimant  enlisted  on  the  Ohio 
May  8, 1846,  and  served  upon  it  for  thirteen  days,  and  was  discharged 
from  the  United  States  Februarj^  27,  1849.  The  mere  fact  that  claim 
ant  served  as  a  sailor  during  the  war  with  Mexico  is  not  enough  to 
entitle  him  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887.  Said  act 
requires  sixty  days'  service  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof, 
or  en  route  thereto,  or  actual  engagement  in  battle,  or  personal  men- 
tion for  specific  service  in  said  war,  to  give  title  to  pension  thereunder. 
(See  Joseph  Shattuck,  7  P.  D.,  54.)  These  requirements  have  not  been 
shown  in  this  case,  and  it  follows  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  action 
of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  McGinniss's  claim,  and  the  same  must  be, 
and  hereby  is,  affirmed. 

DEATH  CAtrsE— PATnOIX>GICAl.  SEQUENCE— >rENINGrnS. 

Rebecca  C.  Morgan  (widow). 

The  late  officer  was  pensioned  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  a  gunshot  wound 
which  destroyed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the  orbit  His  death 
is  shown  to  have  been  due  to  disease  of  the  brain  or  meningitis. 

Hdd^  That  in  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than  the 
continued  disease  in  the  orbit,  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily  by  the  jfun- 
shot  wound.     Action  reversed. 

AsalMant  Secretary  I^\  L,  Campbell  to  the  Cf/mmissioner  of  Penmons^ 

Februai-y  7,  190L 

Rebecca  C.  Morgan,  widow  of  Isaac  N.  Morgan,  late  second  lieu- 
tenant of  Company  B,  First  IVIaine  Heavy  Artillery,  filed  a  claim  for 
pension  under  the  general  law  on  the  28th  day  of  Maj',  1891,  alleging, 
among  other  things,  that  her  late  husband  died  on  the  1st  (31st)  day  of 
March,  1891,  from  the  effects  of  a  wound  received  in  the  military  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States. 

The  said  claim  was  adjudicated  September  11,  1893,  and  rejected  on 
the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  resulted  from  acute  meningitis,  not 
shown  to  be  due  to  cause  which  has  been  legall}'  accepted  as  of  service 
origin,  to  wit,  loss  of  right  eye  and  injury  to  the  left  eye,  result  of 
a  gunshot  wound. 

An  appeal  therefrom  was  entered  on  the  19th  day  of  August,  1897, 
and  on  the  26th  day  of  November,  1897,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
reported  to  this  Department  that  the  claim  was  reopened  for  further 
consideration  and  special  examination,  and  the  appeal  was  accordingly 
dismissed. 

The  claim  was  readjudicated  and  rejected  October  4,  1898,  on  the 
ground  that  the  soldier's  death  resulted  from  disease  of  brain,  not  due 
to  cause  which  has  ])oon  legalh'  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  to  wit, 
loss  of  sight  of  right  eye  and  injury  to  left  eye,  result  of  a  gunshot 
wound. 
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This  appeal  was  entered  October  11,  1898,  wherein  the  appellant 
contends  that  according  to  the  recognized  medical  authorities  an  injury 
of  the  citinial  bones  is  the  most  frequent  cause  of  acute  meningitis,  and 
that  the  evidence  on  file  is  suflScient  to  prove  that  the  soldier's  death 
resulted  from  the  gunshot  wound  of  service  origin. 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  according  to  rank  on  the  25th  day  of 
October,  1864,  at  $10  per  month,  commencing  August  15,  1864,  on 
account  of  loss  of  right  eye  and  injury  of  left  eye,  result  of  gunshot 
wound.  On  the  8th  of  November,  1865,  the  rate  was  increased  to  $15 
per  month,  commencing  September  4,  1865,  and  on  the  12th  day  of 
December,  1884,  to  $24  per  month,  third  grade,  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1883.  The  soldier  had  a  claim  for  increase  pending  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  March  31, 1891,  but  had  not  received  a  medical  examination 
under  the  said  claim. 

The  medical  records  show  that  the  soldier  was  treated  as  follows: 
May  22  to  June  3,  1864,  for  gunshot  wound  of  right  side  of  face,  the 
ball  entering  over  right  eye  and  making  its  exit  in  front  of  ear;  the 
wound  was  received  at  the  battle  of  Spottsylvania,  May  19, 1864;  f ur- 
loughed  June  3, 1864;  returned  August  6, 1864;  transferred  August  8, 
1864;  August  8  to  17,  1864,  gunshot  through  orbital  process  of  right 
side;  frontal  bone;  discharged  from  service  August  17,  1864,  per  S. 
O.,  No.  271,  A.  G.  O.,  August  15, 1864. 

Before  the  soldier  was  discharged  he  was  examined  by  a  board  con- 
sisting of  L.  P.  Graham,  brigadier-general  of  volunteers;  T.  Hendrick- 
son,  major,  of  the  United  States  Army,  and  G.  S.  Palmer,  surgeon,  of 
the  United  States  Volunteers,  at  Annapolis,  Md.,  and  on  the  10th  day 
of  August,  1864,  the  following  report  was  furnished: 

The  board  find  this  officer  (Isaac  N.  Morgan)  now  suffering  from  the  effects  of  a 
gunshot  wound  of  the  right  eyelid  and  frontal  bone;  the  eye  has  suppurated  and  is 
gone.  Several  fragments  have  been  discharged  from  the  frontal  and  temporal  bones; 
the  sight  of  the  left  eye  is  injured  by  sympathy.  The  wound  is  not  healed  and  the 
patient  suffers  much  pain.  The  board  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  officer  will  not  be 
fit  for  duty  again  in  the  field  and  they  recommend  that  he  be  dischai^ed  from  the 
ser%'ice. 

The  examining  surgeon  at  Bangor,  Me.,  September  5,  1864,  under 
the  original  claim  for  pension,  reported  as  follows; 

The  bullet  entered  above  the  inner  angle  of  the  eye,  fracturing  the  supraorbital 
ridge,  destroyed  the  eye,  and  was  removed  about  an  inch  in  front  of  the  ear.  The 
cicatrix  at  upper  edge  or  orbit  is  about  3  inches  long.  He  has  nmch  pain  through 
the  forehead  and  exercise  in  hot  sun  causes  giddiness  and  dimness  of  vision  in  the  left 
eye,  and  pain. 

At  the  next  examination,  September  15, 1865,  the  examining  surgeon 
made  the  following  statement,  after  describing  the  wound: 

He  has  much  pain  in  the  forehead  and  any  exposure  to  the  heat  of  the  sun  or  exer- 
cise causes  giddiness  and  severe  pain  in  the  other  eye  and  dimness  of  vision.  The 
anterior  half  of  the  scalp  of  right  side  of  head  is  numb. 
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At  the  next  examination,  January  4,  1873,  the  following  report  wa^s 
•  submitted: 

He  has  lost  the  eye  of  the  right  side;  the  bullet  was  extracted.  The  orbit  was 
badly  fractured  and  there  is  considerable  deformity.  There  is  a  constant  semipuru- 
lent  discharge  from  the  orbit.  The  left  eye  is  weak  and  the  power  of  adaptation  to 
different  distances  is  considerably  impaired,  though  the  appearance  of  the  eye  to  an 
ordinary  medical  observer  is  normal.  The  injury  is  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand 
or  foot  for  purposes  of  manual  labor. 

At  the  examination,  September  17,  1875,  and  September  4,  1877, 
the  soldier  was  reported  to  have  complained  of  pain  and  numbness  of 
forehead  and  giddiness. 

The  last  medical  examination  of  the  soldier,  December  15, 1886,  about 
four  years  and  three  months  before  the  fatal  attack,  was  reported  as- ' 
follows: 

We  find  the  right  eye  has  been  removed,  stump  in  good  condition.  Find  cicatriaL 
along  superior  border  of  right  orbit  from  supraorbital  notch  to  right  temple.  The 
supraorbital  notch  is  enlarged  and  the  bone  roughened  the  whole  length  of  superior 
border.  Right  temple  seems  very  tender.  Left  pupil  unusually  dilated,  but  reacts 
to  light.  Find  obstruction  of  left  lachrymal  duct,  causing  tears  to  run  over  margin  of 
lid.    *    *    *    Find  slight  deafness  of  right  ear.    Function  of  left  ear  normal. 

Dr.  F.  B.  Adams  stated  under  oath,  June  17,  1891,  that  he,  in  com- 
pany with  Dr.  Estabrook,  saw  the  soldier  in  his  last  illness,  and  at 
that  time  he  was  suffering  undoubtedly  from  inflammation  of  men- 
inges of  the  brain,  accompanied  with  typhoid  symptoms,  and  in  the 
affiant's  opinion  the  soldier's  death  was  due  to  inflammation  of  the 
brain  and  meninges. 

In  a  letter  under  date  of  December  8,  1892,  the  above-named  affiant 
made  the  following  statement: 

In  relation  to  claim  No.  514195  of  Rel^ecca  C.  Moi^gan,  as  widow  of  Isaac  H.  Mor- 
gan, will  say  that  on  the  25th  of  March,  1S90,  I  was  called  there  and  found  the  said 
laaac  N.  Morgan  suffering  from  severe  headache,  pain  in  the  back,  and  tenderness  in 
the  right  iliac  fossa,  and  his  temperature  at  that  time,  so  far  as  I  can  recollect,  was 
102.  On  the  27th  of  March  I  was  called,  and  found  him  very  sick,  temperature  at 
104,  and  somewhat  delirious  at  times,  complaining  of  considerable  pain  in  the  head. 
On  the  28th  I  was  called  again  to  see  him  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Williams,  of 
Rockland,  and  found  him  very  delirious  during  the  day,  at  that  time  so  that  he  didn't 
know  anything,  and  on  the  28th  Dr.  Estabrook  was  called  in  consultation,  and  we 
found  him  more  delirious  on  that  day  and  continued  so  to  the  day  of  his  death.  On 
the  30th  Dr.  Estabrook  was  called  again  in  consultation;  found  him  about  the  same 
on  that  day— delirious.  On  the  Slst  Dr.  Home,  of  South  Thomaston,  and  Dr.  Loren- 
saeler,  of  Thomaston,  wxre  called,  and  on  that  day  he  died,  along  in  the  afternoon. 
He  was  delirious  all  the  time. 

I  think  the  immediate  cause  of  his  death  was  inflammation  of  the  brain  and  its 
meninges,  but  whether  or  not  it  was  originally  caused  by  the  wound  which  destroyed 
the  right  eyeball,  and  bone  inclosing  it,  1  am  unable  to  say  positively. 

When  this  witness  was  called  to  testif}^  on  special  examination, 
July  28,  1898,  he  stated,  among  other  things,  as  follows: 

I  attended  Isaac  N.  Morgan,  of  South  Thomaston,  from  March  25  to  the  Slst,  inclu- 
sive, 1891,  when  I  called  to  see  soldier  and  found  him  confined  to  the  bed,  suffering 
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from  a  high  fever,  temperature  102  or  103  degrees,  complainmg  of  pain  in  his  head. 
I  am  positive  as  to  ihe  pain  in  the  head.  He  was  delirious  at  times  during  his  sick- 
ness. There  were  typhoid  symptoms  present.  I  was  somewhat  in  doubt,  as  I  was 
young  in  practice,  so  I  called  in  consultation  Drs.  Estabrook  and  Williams.  Dr. 
Horn,  of  South  Thomaston,  and  Dr.  Lorensaeler,  of  Thomaston,  were  called  by  claim- 
ant, and  not  when  I  was  there.  Yes,  they  were,  too.  It  is  my  impression  that  the 
bowels  were  somewhat  swollen;  his  temperature  was  above  the  normal  right  along. 
Claimant  stated  that  at  night  the  soldier  was  so  delirious  that  he  had  to  be  held  in 
bed;  that  he  picked  the  bed  clothes,  especially  during  the  last  part  of  his  sickness. 

Q.  What  history  did  you  get  of  the  case  when  you  were  first  called  in? — ^A.  His 
wife  simply  told  me  that  he  complained  very  much  of  his  head  where  he  had  been 
wounded  over  the  eye,  as  I  now  recall.  I  made  no  examination  of  the  eye  or  its  sur- 
rounding parts.  I  think  it  was  Dr.  Estabrook' s  opinion  that  soldier  was  suffering 
from  meningitis.  I  did  not  analyze  his  urine;  it  was  highly  colored.  Do  not  recall 
now  whether  the  quantity  was  normal  or  not.  The  last  day,  March  31,  he  died;  he 
was  in  a  comatose  state.  I  saw  him  in  the  forenoon  of  the  day  he  died.  I  do  not 
recall  hia  temperature  that  day,  but  I  think  his  bowels  were  swollen.  I  could  not 
tiay  whether  I  detected  any  symptoms  of  uraemia.  I  do  not  recall  that  he  had 
convulsions;  no  smell  of  urine  about  him.  From  m  y  subsequent  experience  in  typhoid 
fever  cases  I  should  say  that  all  the  symptoms  of  the  disease  were  not  present  in 
Morgan's  case,  as  I  now  remember.  It  was  my  opinion  at  the  first  it  was  typhoid 
fever,  but  Estabrook  differed  from  me.  I  do  not  recall  what  opinion  Drs.  Williams 
and  Lorensaeler  expressed. 

Q.  Now,  Doctor,  can  you  give  me  the  grounds  on  which  you  base  the  opinion  that 
soldier  was  suffering  from  inflammation  of  the  brain? — A.  The  only  thing  that  I 
can  say  is  that  I  judged  from  the  duration  of  the  sickness,  only  about  a  week  or  ten 
<1ays,  the  intense  pain  that  he  complained  of  in  the  head  in  his  lucid  moments,  and 
Dr.  Estabrook' s  opinion.     I  leaned  upon  said  physician,  as  I  was  young  in  practice. 

Dr.  Thomas  L.  Estabrook  made  the  following  statement  under  oath, 
May  26,  1891: 

I  saw  Isaac  N.  Morgan  several  times  during  his  last  illness.  He  had  evidently 
been  suffering  from  inflammation  of  the  meninges  of  the  brain,  accompanied  with 
typhoid  symptoms.  I  think  the  immediate  cause  of  his  death  inflammation  of  the 
brain  and  the  meninges. 

On  the  5tb  day  of  December,  1892,  the  witness  made  the  following 
statement  in  a  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions: 

I  was  but  a  consulting  surgeon  in  the  case  of  Isaac  K.  Morgan,  late  lieutenant  of 
Company  B,  First  Maine  Heavy  Artillery.  I  saw  him  but  three  times  before  he 
died.  His  symptoms  when  I  saw  him  were  as  follows:  He  had  complained  of  some 
pain  and  intolerance  of  light,  as  I  learned  from  the  nurse,  and  was  evidently  suffer- 
ing from  meningitis;  talking  incoherently,  picking  the  bedclothei?,  very  restless, 
twitching  and  delirious,  pulse  rapid,  only  lived  three  days  after  I  saw  him.  I  feel 
.'Lssured  that  he  died  from  inflammation  of  the  brain  and  its  meninges.  I  have  no 
4loubt  in  my  own  mind  that  the  wound  which  destroyed  the  right  eyeball  and  part 
rif  the  inclosing  bone  was  probably  the  cause  of  the  disease  of  the  brain  and  its  men- 
inges and  finally  the  cause  of  his  death. 

When  called  on  special  examination  July  28,  1898,  he  testified  as 
follows: 

My  books  show  I  visited  soldier  March  28,  1891,  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Adams, 
and  again  March  30,  1891,  alone.  I  am  under  the  impression  that  I  saw  soldier 
three  times,  twice  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Adams. 
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When  I  first  saw  soldier,  March  28,  1891,  I  found  him  confined  to  the  bed  in  a 
semiconscious  state,  tossing  somewhat  about  the  bed.  He  had  all  the  symptoms  of 
typhoid  fever,  but  the  fullness  and  tenderness  of  bowels  were  lacking.  I  took  his 
temperature  by  inserting  the  instrument  in  his  mouth.  His  temperature  was  high 
above  the  normal,  but  can  not  give  the  degree.  His  wife  told  me  that  at  nights  he 
would  pick  at  the  bedclothes.  I  did  not  analyze  his  urine,  but  his  wife  showed  me 
the  urine  and  I  found  he  had  passed  the  normal  quantity  of  urine.  His  lungs  were 
normal.  I  do  not  think  Dr.  Adams  had  any  pronounced  opinion  as  to  the  disease  of 
the  patient.  I  thought  he  must  be  suffering  from  meninges  of  the  brain  from  the 
history  of  the  case  as  given  me  by  the  wife,  she  stating  he  suffered  intense  pain  in 
the  head,  over  the  eye,  where  he  was  wounded.  She  stated  he  had  been  working 
in  the  shop  at  night  and  took  cold.  I  made  no  examination  of  the  wounded  eye; 
as  I  recall  the  stump  looked  healthy.  When  I  saw  him  March  30  his  pulse  was 
very  rapid.  I  forget  his  temperature;  he  was  imconscious  at  times.  I  managed  to 
wake  him  up  for  a  minute,  but  he  relapsed  in  the  unconscious  or  comatose  state. 
He  had  no  convulsions  that  I  saw.  I  found  no  symptoms  of  uraemia.  *  *  *  Tak* 
ing  all  the  facts  in  consideration  I  hardly  believe  the  soldier  had  typhoid  fever. 
*  *  *  I  can  give  no  other  grounds  than  stated  for  the  opinion  that  soldier  died 
from  meningitis,  which  may  have  been  due  to  the  wound  of  the  eye. 

Dr.  Horn  stated  on  special  examination,  June  27,  1898,  that  he  was 
then  unable  to  state  what  was  his  diagnosis  of  the  soldier's  fatal  disease. 

Dr.  Williams,  another  consulting  physician,  stated,  when  called  to 
testify  on  special  examination,  that  he  did  not  discover  marked  symp- 
toms of  typhoid  fever,  but  was  unable  to  recall  the  disease  from  which 
the  soldier  was  suffering  when  he  saw  him  in  his  last  illness. 

The  widow,  in  her  testimony  before  the  special  examiner,  stated,  in 
reference  to  her  husband's  fatal  illness,  that  about  Saturday,  March  21, 
1891,  he  commenced  complaining  of  his  head — a  pain  through  his  head, 
especially  on  the  right  side,  where  he  was  wounded.  On  Sunday  he 
still  complained  of  nis  head,  and  on  Monday  he  took  to  his  bed  and 
soon  became  delirious.  She  remembers  that  when  he  was  delirious 
blood  ran  out  of  the  wounded  socket;  that  he  tried  to  clutch  his  eye 
socket  ^hile  delirious,  as  if  in  pain.  He  had  to  be  held  down  in  bed 
by  main  force.  Every  little  sickness  he  had  in  the  past  seemed  to 
affect  his  head;  always  complained  of  his  head  paining  him. 

The  medical  referee  submitted  the  following  statement  November  2, 
1900: 

The  appeal  in  this  case  relates  to  the  rejection,  in  1898,  of  the  widow's  claim  under 
the  general  law.  The  claim  had  been  previously  rejected  in  1893,.  and  when  it  was 
reconsidered  in  connection  with  the  previous  appeal  it  was  reopened  in  order  that  a 
special  examination  might  be  made  to  determine  definitely  the  conditions  which 
preceded  the  fatal  illness,  the  nature  thereof,  and  the  immediate  cause  of  death. 

The  late  officer  was  pensioned  for  the  loss  of  his  right  eye  and  injury  of  left  eye, 
results  of  a  gunshot  wound,  and  these  conditions  were  legally  accepted  in  the  widow's 
claim.  His  death  occurred  March  31,  1891,  after  an  acute  illness  of  about  ten  days, 
during  which  febrile  and  cerebral  symptoms  were  most  marked.  There  appears  to 
have  been  some  differences  of  opinion  among  the  several  physicians  who  were  called 
to  the  case,  and  the  affoction  was  diagnosticated  as  typhoid  fever  by  some  and  acute 
meningitis  by  others,  while  still  another  physician  is  said  to  have  suggested  that  the 
trouble  was  unemia.    The  evidence  adduced  by  the  special  examination  was  not 
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conclusive  upon  this  point,  but  the  history  of  the  case  warmnts  the  conclusion  that 
in  any  event  there  was  no  pathological  relation  between  the  fatal  illness  and  the 
remote  gunshot  wound. 

In  the  appeal  reference  is  made  to  medical  authorities  as  show^ing  acute  meningitis 
is  frequently  caused  by  injuries  of  the  head;  but  the  fact  that  this  effect  is  immediate 
and  not  remote  has  been  ignored. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  adhered  to. 

To  recapitulate,  the  late  oflBcer  is  shown  to  have  received  a  gunshot 
wound  which  destro3'ed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the 
upper  part  of  the  orbit,  and  there  was  subsequent  loss  of  bone. 

It  is  further  shown  by  the  oflScial  reports  of  the  exan^ining  surgeons 
of  the  Bureau  that  as  late  as  January,  1873,  there  was  a  purulent  dis- 
charge from  the  wounded  orbit.  The  widow  states  that  during  the 
fatal  illness  there  was  a  bloody  discharge  from  this  part.  It  is  noted 
that  this  condition  was  not  mentioned  by  anj^  other  witness,  but  there 
is  no  evidence  that  such  was  not  the  fact. 

In  the  last  declaration  for  increase  filed  by  the  late  pensioner, 
November  8, 1890,  less  than  four  months  prior  to  his  death,  he  alleged 
that  he  suffered  with  pain  in  his  head  as  a  result  of  the  wound.  He 
was  not  examined  under  this  claim,  but  had  he  been  his  statement  as 
to  the  existence  of  pain  in  his  head  could  not  have  been  verified  by 
any  physical  condition.  This  allegation,  however,  has  value  in  deter- 
mining the  merits  of  the  claim. 

The  entire  histoiy  of  the  case  indicates  that  at  no  time  was  the  late 
pensioner  free  from  symptoms  indicative  of  disease  in  parts  in  prox- 
imity to  the  wound,  and  it  has  been  concluded  by  the  medical  officers 
of  the  Bureau  that  death  resulted  from  cerebral  meningitis  or  disease 
of  the  brain. 

Idiopathic  inflammation  of  the  meninges  of  the  brain  must  be  a 
rare  condition;  indeed,  it  is  doubtful  if  it  ever  takes  place.  Focal 
meningitis  or  encephalitis  may  be  unquestionably  caused  by  an  exten- 
sion from  some  neighboring  inflammatory  focus,  as  an  orbital  disease, 
or  by  the  invasion  of  pyogenic  organisms. 

In  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than 
the  continued  disease  in  the  orbit,  as  evidenced  by  continued  pain  and 
discharge,  it  must  be  concluded  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily 
by  the  gunshot  wound. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  adverse  action  is  reversed  and  the  papers 
in  the  case  herewith  returned,  with  the  request  that  the  claim  be  read- 
judicated  and  allowed. 

p.  D. — VOL.  11 15 
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jnTBisDicTioN—DrvoRCE-DECREE— record- 
Annie  M.  Shipp  (widow). 

The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a  divorce 
from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana  while  she  resided  in  Arizona.  The  transcript 
of  the  record  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons  in  the 
divorce  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address  was 
known.  This  statutory  requirement  being  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Cominissioner  of  Pensions^ 

FSnuiry  8,  190L 

On  July  28,  1900,  the  Department  rendered  the  following  deci^sion: 

William  T.  Shipp,  late  of  Company  K,  Ninth  United  States  Infantry,  died  on  Jan- 
uary 2, 1897,  being  at  the  time  borne  upon  the  pension  roll  under  the  general  law  at 
the  rate  of  $17  per  month  by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  disease  of  heart  the 
result  of  rheumatism,  disease  of  the  rectum,  and  dyspepsia. 

On  December  8,  1898,  Annie  M.  Shipp  filed  a  declaration  as  the  widow  of  said 
soldier,  alleging  that  his  death  resulted  from  his  military  service.     (No.  716436.) 

Her  claim  was  adjudicated  on  July  6,  1900,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the 
soldier  in  his  lifetime  obtained  a  divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  on  Novem- 
ber 20,  1894. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  July  14,  1900,  contending  that, 
after  having  made  her  appliciition  for  pension,  claimant  was  informed  that  her  hus- 
band had  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  that 
pension  was  being  paid  to  another  woman  who  claimed  to  be  his  widow;  that  claim- 
ant had  never  Ixien  served  with  any  notice  of  a  divorce  proceeding  against  her  on  the 
part  of  her  husband,  and  that  her  husband  at  the  time  of  said  decree  had  not  been 
a  resident  of  the  State  of  Indiana  for  six  months,  whereas  the  law  of  said  State 
requires  two  years'  residence  in  order  to  give  the  courts  thereof  jurisdiction  to  render 
a  valid  and  legal  decree  of  divorce,  and  for  that  reason  it  is  contended  that  said 
decree  is  void  and  of  no  binding  force. 

It  appears  that  the  claimant  was  notified  in  writing  on  April  6,  1900,  by  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  as  follows: 

**In  resix)n8e  to  your  letter  of  Februarys,  1900,  returned  herewith,  you  are 
advised  that  it  appears  of  record  in  this  Bureau  that  William  T.  Shipp,  late  a  cor- 
poral of  Company  K,  Ninth  United  States  Infantry,  was  divorced  from  Annie  Shipp 
on  November  20,  1894,  by  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  Ind. ;  that 
he  remarried  Effie  Sandefer  in  Indiana  on  February  5,  1896,  with  whom  he  lived 
until  his  death  January'  2,  1897,  and  who  is  now  i>ensioned  as  his  widow.  The  evi- 
dence uiK)n  which  Mrs.  Shipi)'s  claim  was  allowed  appears  to  have  been  regular  in 
all  respects,  and  as  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  divorce  is  a  question  which  does 
not  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Bureau,  I  am  unable  to  afford  you  any  relief 
in  the  i>remise8." 

It  appears  tliat  Mra.  EflTie  Shipp,  the  second  wife  of  the  soldier,  who  is  now  i)en- 
eioned  as  his  widow,  filed  her  claim  on  February  17,  1897,  shortly  after  his  death. 
Accompanying  her  declaration  is  the  following  document  offered  in  evidence  for  the 
purix)se  of  establishing  the  existence  of  a  divorce  of  the  soldier  from  the  claimant  in 
the  case  at  bar: 

State  of  Indiana,  Johnson  County^  ss: 

Be  it  known,  that  on  the  20th  day  of  November,  1894,  being  the  second  judicial 
day  of  the  November  term,  1894,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County  and  State  of 
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Indiana,  before  the  Hon.  W.  J.  Buckingham,  judge  of  said  court,  the  following  pro- 
ceedings were  had  in  the  cause  of  William  T.  Shipp  v.  Annie  Shipp,  No.  1681 — Divorce. 

Comes  now  said  plaintiff,  by  his  attorneys  Miller  and  Barnett,  and  shows  to  the 
eatis^ustion  of  the  court  by  the  notice  and  affidavit  of  A.  N.  Crecraft,  proprietor  and 
publisher  of  the  Franklin  Weekly  Democrat,  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation, 
printed  and  published  in  the  city  of  Franklin,  Johnson  County,  Ind.,  that  due  and 
legal  notice  has  been  given  said  defendant  to  answer  to  said  complaint  by  three  pub- 
lications in  said  paper,  the  first  of  which  was  on  Friday,  the  28th  day  of  September, 
1894,  and  the  last  on  Friday,  the  12th  day  of  October,  1894,  which  notice  and  affidavit 
reads  in  words  and  figures  as  follows,  to  wit.  (Here  insert. )  And  now  on  plaintiff's 
motion  the  defendant,  Annie  Shipp,  is  three  times  loudly  called  in  open  court  but 
comes  not,  but  wholly  makes  deftiult  herein. 

Thereupon  this  cause  coming  on  for  trial  is  now  submitted  to  the  court  for  trial 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  and  the  court,  having  heard  the  evidence  and  the 
argument  of  the  counsel  and  being  sufficiently  advised  in  the  premises,  now  finds  that 
the  bonds  of  matrimony  heretofore  and  now  existing  between  this  plai  tiff  and 
defendant  ought  to  be  dissolved,  set  aside,  and  held  for  naught,  and  that  said  plaintiff 
oupht  to  bd  divorced  from  the  defendant. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony existing  between  this  plaintiff  and  defendant  be  and  they  are  hereby  dissolved, 
set  aeide,  and  held  for  naught,  and  they  are  hereby  divorced  each  from  the  other. 

State  op  Indiana,  Johnson  County ^  ss: 

I,  Charles  B3rfield,  clerk  of  the  oircuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  in  the  State  of 
Indiana,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  complete  copy  of  the  pro- 
ceedings had  in  said  court,  and  entered  on  the  records  thereof  in  the  above-entitled 
cause  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  as  appears  of  record  in  my  office. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  hereunto  subscribe  my  name  and  affix  the  seal  of  said 
circuit  court,  at  my  office  in  the  city  of  Franklin,  this  9th  day  of  March,  1897. 

Charles  Byfield, 
Clerk  Circuit  Courts  Johnson  County, 

The  foregoing  paper,  which  purports  to  be  a  judgment  of  divorce  obtained  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  State  of  Indiana,  gives  the  case  an  aspect  in  the 
nature  of  a  contest  between  two  claimants  for  pension,  each  claiming  to  be  the  widow 
of  the  soldier.  It  is  a  well-recognized  principle  of  law,  which  obtains  in  many  cases, 
that  where  it  appears  that  a  person  has  been  twice  married  the  law  interposes  the 
presumption  that  each  marriage  was  valid  and  lawful,  which  implies,  of  course,  that 
the  relation  which  resulted  from  the  first  marriage  had  lawfully  terminated  at  the 
time  when  the  second  marriage  was  celebrated.  The  case  at  bar,  however,  does  not 
cf)me  within  the  domain  of  such  presumption.  The  claimant  under  the  second  mar- 
riage sets  up  a  specific  judicial  proceeding  evidenced  by  the  foregoing  dociunent  as  a 
,  legal  fact  which  shows  the  termination  of  soldier's  first  marital  relation  before  he 
entered  upon  the  second.  The  claimant  in  the  case  at  bar  contends  that  what  pur- 
ports to  be  a  judgment  of  divorce  which  constituted  the  ground  of  rejection  of  her 
claim  is  a  mere  nullity  and  should  have  been  so  treated  in  the  adjudication  of  her 
claim.  It  is  a  commonly  recognized  principle  of  jurisprudence  that  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  imports  verity,  and  can  not  be  attacked  except  upon 
proi)er  proceedings  instituted  in  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment.  It  is  also 
equally  true  that  anything  which  purports  to  be  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  but  which  is  affected  with  an  inherent  infirmity  clearly  showing  a  want 
of  jurisdiction,  is  absolutely  void,  and  can  l3e  attacked  at  all  times  and  by  any  person 
at  interest  and  treated  as  a  nullity. 
Section  1051,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  is  as  follown: 
"Divorce  may  be  decreed  by  the  superior  and  circuit  court,**  of  the  State,  on  peti- 
tion filed  by  any  jHsrson  who  at  the  time  of  filing  such  petition  is  and  shall  have 
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been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State  for  the  last  two  years  previous  to  the  filing  of 
the  same  and  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  county  at  least  six  months  immediately 
preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition,  which  bona  fide  residence  shall  be  duly  proven 
by  such  petitioner  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  trying  the  same  by  at  least  two 
witnesses  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  householders  of  the  State;  and  the 
plaintiff  shall,  with  his  petition,  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  an  affidavit,  sab- 
scribed  and  sworn  to  by  himself,  in  which  he  shall  state  the  length  of  time  he  has 
been  a  resident  of  the  State,  and  stating  particularly  the  place,  town,  city,  or  town- 
ship in  which  he  has  resided  for  the  last  two  years  past,  and  stating  his  occupation, 
which  shall  be  sworn  to  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  said  complaint  is 
filed/' 

Section  1055,  Revised  Statutes  of  said  State  of  Indiana,  is  as  follows: 

*'The  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  such  petition  is  filed  shall  issue  a  summons  for 
the  defendant  to  appear  and  answer  said  petition,  which  summons  shall  be  person- 
ally served  on  said  defendant,  if  a  resident  of  the  State,  either  by  reading  or  leaving 
a  copy  thereof  at  his  or  her  usual  place  of  residence,  such  usual  place  to  be  the  resi- 
dence of  such  defendant  at  the  time  the  copy  is  left.*' 

Section  1056,  Revised  Statutes  of  said  State,  is  as  follows: 

**  If  it  shall  appear  by  the  affidavit  of  a  disinterested  person  that  the  defendant  is 
not  a  resident  of  this  State,  the  clerk  shall  give  notice  of  the  pending  of  such  petition 
by  publication  for  three  successive  weeks  in  some  weekly  newspaper  of  general  circu- 
lation published  in  such  county,  or  if  there  be  no  such  paper,  then  in  one  published 
in  this  State  nearest  the  county  seat  of  such  county:  Provided^  That  the  plaintiff 
shall,  in  case  such  notice  is  to  be  given  by  publication  as  aforesaid,  before  the  same 
is  given,  file  his  or  her  affidavit,  if  such  residence  be  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  if 
such  residence  l)e  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  such  affidavit  shall  so  state,  and  in  case 
such  affidavit  state  the  residence  of  the  defendant  the  clerk  shall  forward  by  mail 
to  such  defendant  the  number  of  the  paper  containing  such  notice,  with  the  notice 
marked." 

Now,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  soldier  must  have  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  two  years  next  preceding  the  institution  of  divorce  proceedings 
by  him.  That  material  fact,  which  was  necessary  to  be  alleged  and  proven  in  order 
to  give  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  does  not  appear 
in  what  purports  to  be  the  judgment  of  divorce  offered  in  evidence  by  Effie  Shipp,  the 
second  wife  of  the  soldier.  In  her  application  she  relieil  upon  the  fact  that  the 
soldier  had  obtained  a  divorce  from  his  former  wife,  but  the  evidence  offered  by  her 
does  not  recite  the  jurisdictional  facts,  which,  under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  are 
ne(!essary  to  empower  a  circuit  court  of  that  State  to  render  a  valid  and  binding 
decree  of  divorce.  It  may  be  true,  and  jwrhaps  the  presumption  of  law  in  favor  of 
the  validity  of  the  judgment  in  question  obtains,  that  the  complete  record  of  the 
divorce  proceedings  would  supply  the  jurisdictional  facts  concerning  which  the 
decree  is  silent,  but  under  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case  the  claimant  was  entitlerl 
to  the  benefit  of  the  whole  record  in  the  adjudication  of  her  claim.  There  is  evidence  * 
on  file  which  strongly  tends  to  show  that  soldier  was  not  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  the  period  of  two  years  next  prece<ling  the  institution  of  divorce 
proceedings.  The  judgment  or  decree  of  divorce  in  evidence  was  obtained,  it 
appears,  on  November  20, 1894.  The  first  publication  matie  in  the  Franklin  Weekly 
Democrat  was  inserted  on  September  28,  1894.  On  January  3, 1893,  the  soldier  filed 
an  application  for  increase  of  pension,  at  which  time  he  appears  to  have  been  an 
inmate  of  the  Soldiers*  Home  located  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  On  May  8, 1894, 
a  similar  application  was  filed  by  the  soldier,  at  which  time  it  also  appears  that  he 
was  an  inmate  of  said  institution.  .  Soldiers'  Home,  District  of  Columbia,  is  therein 
given  as  his  post-office  address.    On  December  27, 1894,  the  soldier  filed  an  affidavit, 
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in  which  he  said:  "I  wae  in  the  Soldiers'  Home  at  Washington,  D.  C,  from  April, 
1892,  to  June,  1894." 

Now,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  requirement  of  the  Revised  Statute  of  the  State 
of  Indiana  is  to  the  effect  that  an  applicimt  for  divorce  shall  file  an  affidavit 
"stating  particularly  the  place,  to\ni,  city,  or  township  in  which  he  has  resided  for 
the  last  two  years  past,"  etc.  If  that  record  is  true  the  soldier  could  not  truthfully 
have  made  any  such  statement.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  statute  above  mentioned 
requires  residence,  not  citizenship,  for  two  years  in  order  to  give  the  courts  of  that  State 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  divorce.  But  it  appears  that  the  soldier  was  a  resident  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  from  1892  to  June,  1894. 

The  contention  of  the  claimant  in  this  case  is  that  the  soldier  did  not  reside  in  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  as  much  as  six  months  prior  to  the  time  when  he  instituted 
divorce  proceedings  against  her,  and  that  she  has  never  received  notice  of  any  such 
proceedings.  It  will  be  observ-ed  that  the  statute  above  referred  to  contemplates  the 
personal  presence  of  a  person  in  the  State  of  Indiana  for  the  period  of  two  years  in 
order  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  courts  in  a  divorce  procee<iing  on  behalf  of  such 
person.  This  pro^^8ion  of  the  statute  is  in  harmony  with  the  legal  signification  of 
the  word  "residence,"  which  is  defined  by  Bouvier  to  be  "personal  presence  in  a 
fixed  and  permanent  abode." 

"It  is  a  familiar  and  universal  rule  that  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  having 
no  jurisdiction  of  either  the  parties  or  the  subject-matter  is  void  and  a  mere  nullity, 
and  will  be  so  held  and  treated  whenever  and  wherfever  and  for  whatever  purpose  it 
is  sought  to  be  used  or  relied  on  as  a  valid  judgment."  (Black  on  Judgments,  vol.  1, 
sec.  218.) 

**It  is  an  axiom  of  the  law  that  judgments  entered  without  any  jurisdiction  are 
void  and  will  be  so  held  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  and  there  is  a  strong  and  grow- 
ing tendency  in  all  the  courts  to  hold  that  although  a  court  had  jurisdiction  over 
both  the  person  and  the  subject-matter,  but  did  not  have  the  jurisdiction  to  enter 
the  particular  judgment  entered  in  the  case,  such  judgment  is  void  and  may  ])e 
collaterally  impeached."     (American  and  English  Encyclopaedia  of  Law,  vol.  12, 

P-1-J7-) 

Referring  to  this  doctrine  in  a  footnote  the  same  authority  says: 

"This  is  hornbook  law,  and  the  following  cases  are  simply  cited  as  illustrating 
the  principle  that  such  judgments  will  be  held  void  in  a  collateral  proceeding." 

Among  the  cases  therein  cited  is  the  case  of  LiOuis\ille,  New  Albany  and  Chicago 
Railway  Company  r.  Hubbard,  116  Ind.,  193. 

"A  void  judgment  is  always  subject  to  collateral  attack,  and  it  can  derive  no  legal 
sanction  from  lapse  of  time."     (Paul  r.  Willis,  69  Tex.,  261. ) 

"The  judgment  of  a  court  having  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  subject-matter, 
or  void  for  any  other  cause,  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  may  be  fo  held  in  any  court  when 
it  l)ecomes  material  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  to  consider  it."  (Code  of  Ga., 
1882,  sec.  3594  and  sec.  3828.) 

In  view  of  the  universal  trend  of  the  authorities  on  the  question  involved  in  this 
case  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  of  the  claimant  was  erroneously  rejected 
on  the  ground  stated.  The  action  complained  of  is,  therefore,  reversed,  with  instruc- 
tions that  a  special  examination  Ix;  conducted  with  a  view  of  obtaining  a  full  and 
complete  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  divorce  proceedings  hereinl)efore  mentioned, 
including  the  i)etition,  affidavits,  and  all  other  proceedings,  in  writing  and  of  record. 
Let  the  special  examiner  also  take  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  soldier  was  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State  of  Indiana  for  two  years  next  pre- 
ceding the  institution  of  divorce  proceedings  by  him  against  the  claimant;  and  the 
term  bona  fide  resident  involves  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  he  was  personally  present 
in  said  State  during  the  t)eriod  mentioned. 
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After  the  report  of  such  special  examination  has  been  returned  let  the  case  te 
readjudicated  in  accordance  with  the  principles  herein  announce*!,  and  if  the  Bureau 
adheres  to  its  former  decision  let  the  papers  be  forwarded  to  the  Department  for 
further  consideration. 

This  case  has  been  made  special,  in  view  of  which  a  prompt  and  speed y  compliance 
with  the  instructions  is  requested. 

In  compliance  with  instructions,  a  full  and  complete  transcript  of 
said  divorce  proceedings  has  been  obtained,  including  all  matters  of 
record  in  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  Ind.  Besides  the  peti- 
tion for  divorce  and  the  decree  hereinbefore  fully  recited  the  record 
of  the  case  contains  the  following  affidavits: 

Statb  op  Indiana,  Johnson  CouiUy,  M.- 
William T.  Shipp,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  upon  his  oath  says  that  he 
is  now  and  for  thirty-eight  years  last  past  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State 
of  Indiana;  that  for  two  years  last  past  he  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  Needham 
Township,  Johnson  County,  in  said  State,  and  his  occupation  is  an  invalid  and  pen- 
sioner of  the  United  States  of  America. 

William  T.  Shipp. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  22d  day  of  September,  1894. 

»  Charles  Btfield, 

Clerk  of  C.  C. 

State  op  Indiana,  Johnson  County: 

George  Dawson,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  upon  his  oath  says  that  Annie 

Shipp,  the  defendant  in  the  foregoing  petition  for  a  divorce,  is  a  nonresident  of  the 

State  of  Indiana,  as  he  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  and  that  affiant  has  no 

interest  in  this  writ. 

G.  W.  Dawson. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  22d  day  of  September,  1894. 

Charles  Bypield,  Clerk  of  C.  C 
State  op  Indiana,  Johnson  County^  ss: 

AVilliam  T.  Shipp,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  upon  his  oath  says  that 
he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  foregoing  petition  for  a  divorce  and  that  the  defendant, 
Annie  Shipp,  is  a  resident  of  Tempe,  Maricopa  County,  Ariz.,  as  he  verily  believes. 

William  T.  Shipp. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  22d  of  September,  1894. 

Charles  Bypield,  Clerk  of  C  C. 

The  evidence  taken  b}^  the  special  examiner  also  shows  that  the 
soldier  enlisted  in  the  State  of  Indiana  on  November  29,  1872,  and 
was  continuously  in  the  service  until  June  30,  1891,  when  he  was 
discharged  at  St.  Francis  Barracks,  Fla.  On  April  16,  1892,  he  was 
admitted  to  the  Soldiers'  Home  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  from 
which  institution  he  was  discharged  at  his  own  request  on  August  2, 
1893.  He  was  again  admitted  to  that  institution  on  March  12,  1894, 
and,  at  his  own  request,  was  a  second  time  discharged  on  June  1, 1894. 
Immediately  after  this  second  discharge  it  appears  that  he  went  to  the 
State  of  Indiana,  where  he  began  divorce  proceedings  in  the  month  of 
September,  1894,  about  three  months  after  his  arrival  in  that  State. 
The  decree,  it  will  be  remembered,  was  obtained  at  the  November 
term,  1894,  of  said  court.      From  1872,  the  date  of  soldier's  enlist- 
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ment,  up  to  the  month  of  June,  1894,  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  was 
ever  in  the  State  of  Indiana  except  on  a  short  furlough  after  the 
expiration  of  the  first  five  years  of  his  military  service. 

The  special  examiner  who  procured  the  tmnscript  of  the  divorce 
proceedings  also  took  the  depositions  of  Mrs.  Nicey  J.  Lusk,  the 
sister  of  the  soldier,  Corda  Goff ,  his  niece,  G.  W.  Dawson,  his  brother- 
in-law,  and  Mrs.  Effie  Shipp,  now  pensioned  as  his  widow,  all  of  whom 
reside  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  Johnson  County,  in  which  the  divorce 
in  question  was  obtained.  The  testimony  of  the  three  first-mentioned 
witnesses  shows  that  the  soldier  had  not  been  in  said  State  for  at  least 
sixteen  years  prior  to  the  year  1894.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  both 
parties  at  interest  have  had  notice  of  the  proceedings,  have  been  fully 
heard,  and  are  both  aware  of  the  existing  status  of  the  case. 

It  also  appears  from  the  deposition  of  Effie  Shipp  that  when  the  sol- 
dier went  to  the  State  of  Indiana  in  1894  he  located  at  the  home  of  his 
sister  in  the  town  of  Franklin,  in  which,she,  too,  at  that  time  resided; 
that  she  had  known,  the  soldier  from  childhood;  that  he  resided  at  the 
house  of  her  father  prior  to  his  enlistment  and  visited  there  one  time 
after  he  last  came  to  the  State,  before  he  began  his  divorce  proceed- 
ing. It  seems,  therefore,  that  she  was  at  the  time  of  her  marriage 
fully  advised  of  the  fact  that  the  soldier  relied  upon  the  validity  of  the 
divorce  in  question  as  legal  authority  on  his  part  to  contract  a  second 
marriage. 

There  is  no  contention  whatever  that  the  soldier  when  he  went  to 
Indiana  in  1894  ever  concealed  the  fact  that  he  was  a  married  man, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  at  his  instance,  a  notice  of  the  divorce  proceed- 
ings was  three  times  published  in  the  Franklin  Weekly  Democrat,  a 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  published  in  Franklin,  the  town  in 
which  Mrs.  Effie  Shipp  resided.  That  published  notice  was  a  matter 
of  common  knowledge  in  the  community  and,  among  other  things, 
conve^^ed  the  information  that  Annie  Shipp,  the  claimant  in  this  case, 
was  not  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Indiana.  When  Mrs.  Effie  Shipp 
was  married  to  the  soldier,  therefore,  she  knew  that  the  lawful  quality 
of  the  relation  then  assumed  was  dependent  upon  the  validity  of  a 
divorce  obtained  in  the  State  of  Indiana  against  a  person  who  was  a 
nonresident.  These  facts  eliminate  any  favorable  consideration  which 
might  arise  from  an  equitable  view  point  of  the  case. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  hereinbefore  recited  the  case  was  readjudi- 
cated  on  January  17,  1901,  and  the  former  action  adhered  to  upon 
the  same  ground  as  that  upon  which  the  claim  was  originally  denied. 
The  papers  are  now  before  the  Department  for  further  consideration. 

The  defendant  in  the  divorce  proceedings  in  question  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  State  of  Indiana  and  was  therefore  bevond  the  terri- 
torial  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  which  rendered  the 
decree. 
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In  such  a  case  the  statutory  requirements  must  be  strictly  complied 
with  and  all  the  jurisdictional  facts  must  affirmatively  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  proceedings. 

Section  1051,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  fully  recited 
above,  provides  that  the  bona  fide  residence  of  the  petitioner  shall  be 
shown  "  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  trying  the  same  by  at  least 
two  witnesses  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  householders  of  the 
State."  In  this  respect  the  record  of  the  proceedings  obtained  by 
the  special  examiner  is  silent.  The  provision.of  this  statute  was  inter- 
preted in  the  case  of  Powell  v,  Powell  (53  Ind.,  p.  513).  The  syllabuj? 
on  that  point  is  as  follows: 

Where,  in  an  action  for  divorce,  the  residence  of  the  petitioner  is  not  proved  as 
required  in  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  10, 1873,  regulating  the  granting  of  divorces 
(2  Rev,  Stat.  1876,  p.  326),  the  court  has  no  power  to  decree  a  divorce. 

In  the  body  of  said  decision  it  is  held  that: 

Divorces  may  be  decreed  by  the  superior,  circuit,  and  common  pleas  courts  of  this 
State  on  petition  filed  by  any  person  who,  at  the  time  of  filing  such  petition,  is  and 
shall  have  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State  for  at  least  two  years  previous  to 
the  tiling  of  the  same,  and  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  county  at  the  time  of  and  for 
at  least  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition,  which  bona 
fide  residence  shall  be  duly  proven  by  such  petitioner  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
trying  the  same,  by  at  least  two  witnesses,  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  house- 
holders of  the  State. 

It  will  be  observed,  from  the  language  of  this  section,  that  the  bona  fide  residence 
of  the  petitioner  in  the  State  for  two  years,  and  in  the  county  in  which  the  petition 
may  be  filed  for  six  months  at  least  immediately  preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition, 
is  a  jurisdictional  fact,  which  ought  to  be  averred  in  a  petition  for  divorce,  and 
which  must  be  duly  j^roved  by  the  petitioner,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  trying 
the  cause,  bv  at  least  two  witnesses  who  are  rcpident  freeholders  and  householders  of 
the  State,  before  such  court  will  have  any  power  or  authority  to  decree  the  divorce. 

In  considering  this  feature  of  the  case,  the  legal  question  involved 
therein  was  disposed  of  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  his 
approval  of  the  opinion  of  the  chief  of  the  law  division  as  follows: 

It  is  to  be  noted  from  an  inspection  of  a  copy  of  the  divorce  proceedings  in  the 
soldier's  suit  against  the  claimant,  Anna  E.,  that  the  affidavit  of  two  freeholders  as 
to  his  residence  in  the  county  and  State  is  not  with  the  record.  It  is  to  be  presumed, 
however,  that  such  affidavits  were  filed  in  the  cause. 

In  the  present  investigation  that  question  may  be  waived.  The 
evidence  of  two  freeholders  required  in  a  divorce  proceeding,  it  will 
be  observed,  had  reference  solely  to  the  manner  in  which  the  court 
acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  person,  not  of  the  defendant,  but  of  the 
petitioner. 

The  main  question  in  this  investigation  involves  an  inquir}^  into  the 
manner  in  which  the  court  might  legally  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  nonresident  defendant,  the  claimant  in  the  case.  The 
petitioner,  William  T.  Shipp,  made  affidavit  to  the  eflfect  that  the 
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defendant,  Annie  Shipp,  was,  at  the  time  he  filed  his  petition,  a  res- 
ident of  Tempe,  Maricopa  County,  Ariz.  Whenever  the  nonresidence 
of  a  defendant  shall  thus  be  made  known  to  the  court,  section  1056, 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  hereinbefore  fully  recited, 
makes  it  the  dutv  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  before  which  the  case  is 
pending  to  forward  by  mail  to  such  defendant  the  number  of  the  paper 
containing  the  published  notice.  In  that  respect  also  the  record  of  the 
divorce  proceedings  is  silent. 

No  presumption  can  be  invoked  in  aid  of  a  judgment  or  decree  of 
divorce  where  the  defendant  has  at  all  times  been  outside  of  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  the  court  which  rendered  the  same.  In  such  a  case 
the  jurisdictional  facts  must  affirmatively  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
proceedings.  This  principle  is  clearly  announced  in  vol.  12,  page  271, 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclopaedia  of  Law,  as  follows: 

A  court  of  general  jurisdiction  proceeding  within  the  general  scope  of  its  powers  is 
presumed,  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  to  have  had  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  until  the 
contrary  appears. 

The  presumption,  how^ever,  extends  only  to  jurisdictional  facts,  concerning  which 
the  record  is  silent.  When  the  record  states  the  evidence  or  makes  an  averment  as 
to  a  jurisdictional  fact,  that  averment  or  its  conclusion  from  such  evidence  will  not 
be  questioned,  but  when  the  defendant  appears  from  the  record  to  have  been  with- 
out the  court's  territorial  jurisdiction,  lawful  service  will  only  be  presumed  when 
the  record  shows  he  appeared  and  defended. 

The  principle  was  again  announced  as  follows: 

Where  special  powers  conferred  upon  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  are  brought 
into  action  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law — that  is,  in  the  usual  form  of 
common  law  and  chancery  proceedings,  by  regular  process  and  i)ersonal  ser\ice, 
where  a  personal  judgment  or  decree  is  asked,  or  l)y  seizure  or  attachment  of  the 
property  where  a  judgment  in  rem  is  sought — the  same  presumption  of  jurisdiction 
will  usually  attend  the  judgments  of  the  court  as  in  cases  falling  within  its  general 
powers.  But  where  the  special  powers  conferred  are  exercised  in  a  special  manner, 
not  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  or  where  the  general  powers  of  the 
court  are  exercise<l  over  a  class  not  within  its  ordinary  jurisdiction  upon  the  per- 
formance of  prescribed  conditions,  no  such  presumption  of  jurisdiction  will  attend 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  The  facts  essential  to  the  exercise  of  the  special  jurisdic- 
tion mustappear  in  such  cases  upon  the  record.     Galpin  r.  Page,  18  Wall.    (U.S.),  350. 

In  the  case  of  Gray  v,  Larrimore,  2  Abb.  (U.  S.),  542,  the  same 
doctrine  is  announced,  as  follows: 

While  a  court  may  obtain  jurisdiction  over  i)ersons  without  the  territorial  limits  of 
its  jurisdiction,  yet  it  would  appear  that  the  presumption  in  such  cases  is  not  quite 
the  same  as  in  cases  where  the  parties  are  within  those  territorial  limits.  Thus,  in  a 
case  w^here  it  appeared  from  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  State  court  that  at  the 
time  of  an  alleged  personal  service  on  certain  defendants  they  lived  l>eyond  the  reach 
of  process  from  that  court,  and  it  did  not  appear  from  the  record  that  they  had 
appeared  and  defended,  or  were  actually  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  court's 
jurisdiction  at  the  time  service  was  made  on  them,  a  United  States  court  held  that 
the  presumption  that  the  parties  had  been  duly  serve<l  with  process  cea^inlj-and  that 
the  burden  of  proving  juri8<liction  over  them  was  thrown  upon  the  parties  who 
invoked  the  benefit  of  the  decree  entered  in  the  case. 
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The  doctrine  that  a  court,  in  acquiring  jurisdiction  over  the  pei-son 
of  a  nonresident  who  resides  beyond  its  territorial  limits,  shall  strictly 
comply  with  the  statutory  requirements  is  a  very^  wholesome  and  salu> 
tary  provision  of  law,  and  its  wisdom  is  clearlj^  illustrated  by  the  peculiar 
facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case.  The  claimant  was  residing  in 
Arizona,  as  was  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  petitioner,  and  if  a  copy 
of  the  paper  containing  the  published  notice  of  the  divorce  proceedings 
had  been  mailed  to  her,  as  required  by  statute,  the  probabilities  are 
that  she  would  have  received  the  lawful  notice  contemplated.  She 
appeared  before  a  special  examiner  in  September,  1900,  at  which  time 
she  deposed  to  the  effect  that  the  first  notice  she  ever  had  in  relation 
to  the  divorce  proceedings  was  contained  in  a  copy  of  the  Franklin 
Star,  which  she  received  in  December,  1894,  setting  forth  the  fact  that 
the  divorce  had  been  granted.  If  notice  had  been  mailed  to  her,  as 
required  by  statute,  then  it  would  have  been  incumbent  upon  her  to 
have  interposed  her  defense  before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  and 
thus  would  have  been  avoided  the  unhappy  conditions  attending  the 
present  controversy.  It  is  a  very  serious  and  a  material  matter  to 
have  the  social  and  legal  status  of  a  nonresident  affected  during  life 
by  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  another  State,  and  it  is  certainly  a  wise 
provision  of  the  law  that  extra  territorial  jurisdiction,  conferred  by 
statute  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  should  be  exercised  in 
absolute  compliance  with  such  statute. 

This  case  is  controlled  by  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Emma  M. 
Cooper  (10  P.  D.,  434),  wherein  it  is  held  that — 

The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a  divoFce 
from  her  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  while  she  resided  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 
The  transcript  of  the  record  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
in  the  divorce  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address  was 
known.  This  statutory  requirement  being  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court. 

The  action  complained  of  is  therefore,  reversed,  with  directions  that 
the  case  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this  opinion,  and  action 
be  promptly  taken  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  case  has  been  made 
special. 

MAKRIAGE—EVIDEXCE— PRESUMPTION  OFI>EATH. 

Wesley  Buckler  et  al.  (minors). 

1.  Claimant's  first  husband  left  her  about  the  year  1856,  without  any  ostensible 
reason,  except  to  go  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  has  never  been  heard  of  by  his 
relatives  and  friends  since.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  would  justify 
the  conclugion  that  said  husband  intended  to  forsake,  renounce,  or  relinquish 
his  concern  or  interest  for  said  claimant,  and  it  is  held  that  under  the  act  of 
March  13,  1896,  the  facts  warrant  the  presumption  that  said  first  husband  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to  noldier,  ten  years  after  the  departure 
of  said  first  husband,  and  that  said  marriage  was  valid  and  she  is  his  legal 
widow. 
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2.  Where  do  record  of  deaths  is  in  existence  in  a  particular  jurisdiction,  testimony  of 
two  credible  witnesses  as  to  the  date  of  death  of  a  person,  gi\dng  good  reasons  for 
fixing  a  certain  date  as  the  date  of  such  person's  death,  will  be  accepted  as  suf- 
ficient proof  of  the  date  thereof. 

Assistant  Secretiiry  F,  L.  Campbell  to  tlte  Cmnrrdssioner  of  Pensions^, 

February  11,  1901. 

Wesley  et  al.,  as  minors  of  Braxton  Buckler,  formerly  a  private  in 
Company  H,  Fourteenth  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  their  declara- 
tion under  the  general  law  on  April  5,  1890,  claim  being  rejected  on 
September  23,  1897,  in  the  foUowirg  terms,  viz: 

On  the  grounds  of  claimants'  inability,  aided  by  special  examination,  to  show  the 
date  of  soldier's  death,  or  that  they  are  the  legitimate  children  of  soldier.  The 
mother  of  minors  had  been  previously  married  to  one  Ambers,  who  left  her,  and  hi» 
whereabouts  or  death  since  said  abandonment  can  not  be  ascertained. 

A  special  examination  was  held  in  this  case,  and  it  is  shown  that  the 
mother  of  claimants,  Mary  Jane,  died  in  1884.  It  appears  by  the  testi- 
mony of  her  sister  and  niece  that  at  some  date,  probably  as  early  aa 
1853,  the  said  Mary  Jane  married  one  Vanbrun  Ambers.  For  some 
reason  unknown  to  said  affiant  Ambers  left  his  wife,  certainly  as  early 
9LS  1856,  probably  earlier,  and  was  never  afterwards  heard  from.  The 
mother  returned  to  her  sister's  home  in  Illinois,  and  in  1858  she,  with 
her  sister's  family,  removed  to  Kentucky.  In  1866  the  mother  of 
claimants  remarried.  .  Her  second  husband  was  the  within  soldier  and 
the  father  of  the  claimants  herein,  and  the  marriage  was  by  ceremony 
shown  by  witnesses  of  said  marriage.  They  lived  together  as  maa 
and  wife  until  the  year  1875,  when  soldier  died. 

While  a  number  of  witnesses  who  testified  to  the  death  of  soldier 
could  not  fix  the  date  and  others  varied  some  little,  yet  two  witnesses. 
do  fix  it  as  March  17,  1875.  C.  C.  Dodson,  a  man  of  good  reputa- 
tion for  veracity,  testifies  to  said  date  and  gives  good  reasons  for  hia 
being  able  to  do  so.  Affiant  was  sick  at  the  time,  and  returned  from 
Sulphur  Springs  on  the  18th  of  March,  1875,  and  knows  that  soldier 
died  on  the  previous  day.  This  affiant  had  been  personally  acquainted 
with  soldier  since  1854.  A  cousin  of  claimants,  Mary  E.  Milner, 
testifies  as  to  the  same  date.  She  gives  no  special  circumstance  which 
recalls  said  date,  but  says  she  knew  at  the  time  the  date  on  which  he 
died  and  has  always  remembered  it.  She  was  20  years  of  age  at  the 
time. 

As  to  the  date  on  which  soldier  died  it  must  be  admitted  that  it  is 
proven  as  well  as  the  circumstances  permit.  He  died  in  an  evidently 
not  thickly  settled  county  of  Kentucky,  Carlisle,  and  no  record  of 
death  appears  to  have  been  preserved  if  such  a  record  was  ever  kept. 
It  is  in  evidence  that  the  county  records  were  all  destroyed  by  the 
burning  of  the  court-house  in  1880.  Two  witnesses  of  good  reputa- 
tion have  testified  to  the  same  date,  and  the  basis  of  their  knowledge 
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is  the  same  as  is  usual  in  such  cases.  It  is  therefore  concluded  that 
soldier  died  on  March  17,  1875. 

The  question  of  the  legitimacy  of  claimants  depends  upon  the  validity 
of  the  marriage  of  their  mother  with  soldier.  That  the  mother  was 
married  to  one  Ambers  a  few  years  prior  to  1856  can  not  be  doubted; 
and  Ambers's  departure  in  1856,  together  with  his  continued  absence 
since  that  t  me,  is  as  well  proved  as  it  could  be  at  this  late  date.  Only 
two  persons  interviewed  appear  to  know  anything  about  Ambers. 
One,  the  sister  of  claimants'  mother,  and  who  was  about  20  years 
of  age  when  Ambers  departed,  testified  that  Mary  Jane  and  her  hus- 
band, Ambers,  lived  with  her  and  her  husband.  That  thereafter  they 
went  up  the  river  near  Paducah  and  lived  for  a  while.  That  later  on, 
certainly  as  early  as  1856,  Ambers  left  his  home  without  any  ostensi- 
ble reason,  and  Mary  Jane  returned  to  affiant's  house.  On  cross- 
examination  she  stated  that  she  knew  of  no  cause  for  Ambers's  depar- 
ture, and  she  never  knew  of  any  difficulty  between  him  and  his  wife. 
That  he  went  oflF  up  the  Wabash  River  and  no  one  heard  of  him  after- 
wards. Maiy  Jane  continued  to  live  with  this  affiant  in  Illinois  until 
1858,  when  they  all  moved  to  Ballard  County,  Ky.,  and  so  lived 
until  1866,  when  her  sister  married  the  within  soldier  at  her  house. 
She  is  positive  that  this  last  marriage  was  at  least  ten  yeai-s  after 
Ambers's  departure,  and  f uther  states  that  all  the  family,  including 
her  sister,  supposed  and  believed  that  Ambers  was  dead.  The  only 
way  in  which  she  can  account  for  Ambers's  departure  is  because  both 
he  and  her  sister  were  young.  It  is  shown  by  evidence  not  heretofore 
referred  to  that  Mary  Jane  was  probably  about  14  years  of  age  when 
she  married  Ambers,  and  that  she  was  not  ov^er  17  years  of  age  at  his 
departure.  Affiant  is  positive  that  no  one  ever  heard  from  Ambers 
after  he  went  up  the  Waba.sh  River,  and  it  is  observed  that  she  would 
doubtless  be  in  a  position  to  know,  for  her  sister  lived  with  her  for  ten 
years  succeeding  his  departure. 

Affiant's  daughter  is  the  only  other  witness  who  can  throw  any  light 
on  this  phase  of  the  subject.  This  witness  was  a  very  small  child  when 
her  aunt  returned  to  her  mother's  house,  but  she  recalls  seeing  her 
<Ty  over  the  matter.  She  also  testifies  that  none  of  the  family  ever 
heard  again  from  Ambers,  and  that  all  interested  believed  him  to  be 
-dead. 

This  is  a  case  in  which  a  presumption  of  death  is  involved,  the  rule 
as  to  a  presumption  of  death  being  laid  down  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Davie  ^^  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  678),  and  is  as 
follows,  viz: 

A  person  shown  not  to  have  been  heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those  (if  any)  who, 
if  he  had  been  alive,  would  naturally  have  lieard  from  him,  is  presumed  to  be  dead, 
unless  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not  being  heard  of 
without  assuming  his  death. 
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In  the  present  case  it  is  shown  that  Ambers,  for  no  special  reason 
disclosed  by  the  evidence,  nor  for  any  reason  that  can  be  deduced  from 
the  circumstances,  left  his  wife  about  the  year  1856,  and  was  never 
thereafter  heard  from.  That  after  a  space  of  ten  years  at  least 
Ambers's  wife  married  the  within  soldier,  and  became  the  mother  of 
the  claimants  herein,  and  remained  his  wife  until  his  death  on  March 
17,  1875;  and  the  issue  narrows  itself  down  to  the  question  as  to 
whether  Ambers  should  be  presumed  to  be  dead.  If  such  a  presump- 
tion can  legally  attach,  then  his  wife,  had  a  legal  right  to  marry  the 
soldier,  and  the  issue  of  such  marriage  would  be  legitimate. 

In  discussing  this  question  it  is  first  observed  that  the  terms  of 
rejection  refer  to  Ambers's  departure  as  an  "abandonment"  of  claim^ 
ant.  Such  word  appears  to  be  used  as  an  equivalent  of  ''desertion," 
and  if  the  evidence  showed  a  desertion,  then  the  rejection  would  be 
sound;  for  it  has  been  held  by  the  Department  that  a  presumption  of 
death  can  not  be  founded  upon  an  act  of  desertion.  (Helen  L.  Pepper^ 
9  P.  D.,  500.) 

In  order  for  a  case  of  desertion  to  be  made  out  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  party  not  only  actually  left  or  abandoned  his  family,  but  it  must 
further  be  shown  that  there  was  a  genuine  intention  in  the  mind  of 
such  person  to  desert  his  family.  In  this  connection  it  is  remarked 
that  not  everyone  who  leaves  his  wife  and  child  unprovided  for,  and 
for  even  a  long  length  of  time,  does  so  with  the  intent  to  desert  and 
abandon  them.  The  circumstances  surrounding  the  departure  must  be 
shown  to  be  such  as  would  warrant  the  conclusion,  to  a  candid  and 
impartial  mind,  that  the  party  intended  to  withdraw  his  support  and  to 
abandon  and  desert  them;  or,  as  is  the  full  significance  of  the  term, 
"to  give  up  absolutely;  to  forsake  entirely;  to  renounce  utterly;  to 
relinquish  all  connection  with,  concern  in,  interest  for,  control  of,  or 
the  like."  (Webster's  Dictionary.)  It  must  be  confessed  that  the  evi- 
dence as  to  Ambers's  departure  is  veiy  meager,  and  the  cause  or  causes 
that  led  up  to  it  have  not  been  shown.  But,  inasmuch  as  you  have, 
under  the  evidence  that  has  been  adduced,  attempted  to  form  a  legal 
conclusion,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Department  to  review  such  conclusion, 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  evidence  warrants  a  holding  that  Am})ers 
deserted  or  abandoned  his  family  within  the  true  legal  meaning  of  the 
term.  No  intent  to  absolutely  give  up  his  farailv,  or  to  forsake  his 
wife,  or  to  relinquish  all  connection  with  her,  or  interest  in,  has  been 
shown.  It  has  simply  been  demonstrated  that  he  went  away  in  1856. 
Not  only  the  very  essence  of  desertion  has  not  been  shown,  ])ut  what 
little  evidence  there  is  in  the  case  upon  this  feature  is  not  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  warrant  a  presumption  of  desertion  or  abandonment. 

It  is,  therefore,  held  that,  so  far  as  the  issue  of  abandonment  has 
played  any  part  in  the  rejection  of  this  claim,  the  evidence  does  not 
warrant  the  conclusions  reached  by  you. 
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It  only  remains  to  apply  the  rule  cited  in  Davie  v.  Briggs  to  the 
facts  in  evidence,  and  it  is  again  remarked,  that  while  the  evidence 
bearing  upon  such  application  of  the  rule  is  extremely  meager,  yet 
you  have  seen  fit  to  draw  a  conclusion  from  such  evidence;  and  it  is 
also  quite  probable  that  said  evidence  is  all  that  can  be  obtained 
regarding  an  event  which  transpired  at  least  forty -four  years  ago,  in 
a  sparsely  settled  section  of  the  country,  and  which  few  persons  would 
naturally  be  cognizant  of,  and  in  which  the  person  most  interested 
died  in  1884. 

The  foundation  of  the  rule  cited  is  laid  in  that  natural,  inherent,  and 
instinctive  love  that  all  persons  have  for  those  near  and  dear  to  them, 
and  in  the  general  observance  of  all  of  their  duty  to  bear  the  responsi- 
bilities of  the  domestic  relations  cast  upon  them  while  living  in  a  state 
of  civilization.  The  rule  lays  down  the  doctrine  that  if,  during  the 
space  of  seven  j^ears,  no  tidings  are  heard  of  an  absent  person  by 
those  who  natural^  would  hear  of  him,  then  it  will  be  presumed  that 
such  absent  person  is  dead;  but  it  includes  a  limitation  to  the  applica- 
tion of  such  a  doctrine  in  any  given  case,  to  the  end  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  given  case  must  be  such  that  they  do  not  account  for 
this  continued  unheard-of  absence. 

In  appljdng  this  rule  to  the  case  at  bar  we  are  first  to  discover, 
under  the  evidence  in  the  case,  whether  there  was  anj'^  reason  or  cause 
for  the  departure  of  Ambers.  An  analysis  of  the  evidence  fails  to 
disclose  any  reason  for  Ambers's  departure,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
deduce  from  the  meager  circumstances  riaiTated  any  cause  for  his 
departure.  He  is  said  to  have  been  young  at  the  time;  we  know  his 
wife  was  not  over  17  years  of  age,  and  numberless  reasons  might  be 
given  for  his  departure,  none  of  which  would  be  traceable  to  an  inten- 
tion to  desert  his  wife.  We  can  not  presume  this  man  delibei-atoly 
abandoned  his  wife  unless  there  is  at  least  some  evidence  on  which  to 
base  such  an  inference.  In  the  absence  of  such  evidence,  and  it  is 
absent  in  this  case,  the  presumption  is  that  he  did  not  so  intend. 

We  are  next  to  inquire  if  there  are  any  circumstances  in  evidence 
which  would  account  for  his  continued  absence.  All  that  can  be  said 
upon  this  issue  is  that  he  was  never  heard  of  after  his  departure,  and 
it  naturally  follows  that,  as  a  legal  proposition,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
evidence  which  accounts  for  his  continued  absence.  The  evidence  dis- 
closes only  two  persons  who  would  naturally  have  heard  from  him. 
One  is  dead,  but  the  other  party,  a  sister  of  the  deceased  wife,  and  one 
with  whom  Ambers  formerly  resided  and  with  whom  the  wife  lived 
uninterruptedly  for  ten  years  after  the  departure,  testifies  strongly  to 
the  fact  that  nothing  was  ever  heard  from  him  thereafter,  and  that  all 
the  family  believed  him  to  be  dead.  The  testimony  is  corroborated  by 
affiant's  daughter,  who  naturally  would  have  heard  the  matter  talked 
of  and  who  would  have  been  considerablv  interested  as  she  advanced 
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in  years.  A  departure  of  the  husband  of  one  member  of  a  family- 
would  be  a  natural  topic  of  conversation  and  discussion  in  such  a 
family,  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  whereby  we  can  infer 
that  secrec}^  would  have  been  observed  in  the  matter,  it  is  reasonable 
to  believe  that  if  Ambers  ever  had  been  heard  of  such  knowledge 
would  have  come  home  to  the  two  affiants  mentioned. 

All  presumptions,  either  of  law  or  fact,  are  based  upon  facts,  and 
before  a  presumption  can  obtain  proper  facts  on  which  such  a  pre- 
sumption is  based  must  be  in  evidence.  There  is  no  natural  presump- 
tion that,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  a  husband  or  wife  will  desert 
or  abandon  one  another.  A  normal  condition  of  the  domestic  relation 
being  shown,  or  in  the  absence  of  any  circumstances  whereby  it  could 
be  reasonabl}'  inferred  that  the  domestic  relatioA  was  not  normal  or 
natural,  the  presumption  is  squarely  against  any  intention  to  desert  or 
abandon  when  one  departs  from  home,  and  such  a  presumption  will 
continue  to  attach  until  it  is  shown  that  the  domestic  tie  was  abnormal, 
and  then  such  a  condition  must  be  followed  up  by  evidence  showing 
that  the  abnormal  condition  was  such  or  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make 
it  possible  that  the  party  intended  to  desert. 

Such  is  the  logic  of  the  rule  in  Davie  r.  Briggs,  supra,  and  it  is 
applied  under  such  an  analysis  in  the  present  case. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  discussion  herein  of  the  rule  in  Davie  v. 
Briggs,  as  applied,  is  confined  wholly  to  a  supposed  abandonment  or 
desertion  and  under  a  normal  condition  of  the  domestic  relations. 
Such  a  case  should  not  be  confounded  with  one  wherein,  although  the 
domestic  relation  is  normal,  there  are  other  influences  or  conditions 
which  might  and  often  do  cause  one  to  depart  from  his  home  and  not 
return  for  a  long  space  of  time,  if  ever,  and  to  keep  secret  his  where- 
abouts. An  abnormal  domestic  relation  is  not  the  only  cause  for 
which  individuals  leave  their  homes  and  attempt  to  lose  their  identity 
and  conceal  their  whereabouts  for  a  long  period  of  years,  and  often 
for  the  remainder  of  their  lives.  Each  case  must  therefore  stand  on 
its  own  footing  and  the  rule  applied  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  sur- 
rounding each  case. 

The  Department  concludes,  under  the  evidence,  that  Ambers  must 
be  presumed  to  have  been  dead  at  the  end  of  seven  years  from  1856, 
that  his  wife  had  a  legal  right  to  marry  the  soldier,  and  that  the  claim- 
ants herein  are  the  legitimate  children  of  Braxton  Buckler,  the  soldier 
herein.  It  further  concludes  that  said  soldier  died  on  March  17, 
1875. 
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service— enlistment— miultary  age. 
Edward  E.  Napier. 

This  claimant  being  over  18  but  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  enlistment 
in  June,  1861,  such  enlistment  was  valid  and  binding  upon  him;  and  any  disa- 
bility incurred  by  him  during  the  term  of  such  enlistment  but  after  his  desertion 
therefrom  and  while  serving  in  the  United  States  Navy  was  not  contracted  in 
line  of  duty. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensio7is^ 

February  15,  190L 

This  appellant,  Edward  E.  Napier,  on  January  28, 1890,  filed  a  claim. 
No.  15959,  for  pension  on  account  of  wound  of  right  thigh,  alleged  to 
have  been  received  in  April,  1863,  while  serving  in  the  United  States 
Navy. 

The  claim  was  rejected  in  May,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the 
"claimant  was  not  discharged  from  one  of  his  rebellion  services;" 
the  records  of  the  War  Department  showing  his  desertion  August  8, 
1861,  from  Company  I,  Seventh  Missouri  Infantry,  in  which  organi- 
zation he  enlisted  June  3,  1861. 

On  October  29,  1898,  he  appealed,  through  his  attorneys,  who  eon- 
tend  that  this  rejection  is  erroneous  and  not  in  accordance  with  the 
decisions  of  the  Department  in  cases  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  382,  and 
Jasper  M.  Stine,  ibid.,  488,  because  the  alleged  wound  was  incurred, 
they  say,  subsequent  to  the  tenu  for  which  claimant  enlisted  June  3, 
1861,  and  because  he  was,  at  that  enlistment,  an  infant  20  years  of 
age,  "  and  had  the  right  to  repudiate  such  contract  of  enlistment." 

Both  of  these  decisions  cited  were  rendered  in  1898,  long  after  the 
action  appealed  from  herein.  The  claimant  should  have,  therefore,  if 
he  believed  such  action  was  no  longer  tenable  because  of  said  deci- 
sions, first  applied  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  before  appealing 
to  this  Department  in  the  matter. 

The  case  is  one  readily  disposed  of,  however,  on  its  merits.  The 
records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  this  claimant's  enlistment 
in  June,  1861,  was  for  three  years,  his  company  being  mustered  out 
July  14,  1864.  His  two  reenlistments  in  the  Navy,  therefore,  on 
August  14,  1861  (from  which  he  was  discharged  July  15,  1862),  and 
on  January  24,  1863,  were  during  this  term  of  his  original  enlistment 
in  the  Anny;  and  this  term  was  yet  subsisting  at  the  time  he  alleged 
he  was  wounded,  in  April,  1863.  He  was  discharged  from  his  second 
naval  service  August  24,  1863. 

Under  the  decision  in  the  case  of  John  Norton,  therefore,  the  alleged 
wound  must  be  held  to  have  been  received  when  not  in  line  of  dutv, 
as  he  was  then  in  a  state  of  desertion  from  his  original  enlistment;  and 
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his  claim  would  be  properh'  rejected  under  that  decision,  on  the  ground 
that  the  alleged  wound  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

His  attempt  to  avoid  this  first  contract  of  enlistment  is  equally  futile. 
He  alleges  he  was  then  20  years  of  age.  As  shown  in  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine,  cited,  officers  were  empowered  by  act  of 
Congress  of  December  10, 1814,  to  enlist  persons  between  the  ages  of  18 
and  50  years,  and  such  enlistments  were  declared  by  that  act  to  be 
'' binding  upon  all  persons  under  the  age  of  21  years;"  but,  by  the  act 
of  Septemljer  28, 1850,  the  Secretary  of  War  was  ordered  to  discharge 
from  service  any  soldier  who  was  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  time  he 
enlisted,  upon  proof  that  such  enlistment  was  without  the  consent  of 
parent  or  guardian. 

Under  these  laws,  which  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  this  claimant's 
enlistment  in  June,  1861,  it  is  clear  that  such  enlistment  was  valid  and 
binding  upon  him,  as  expressly  declared  by  the  act  of  December  10, 
1S14.  He  was,  at  the  time  of  that  enlistment,  of  serviceable  age  imder 
the  law,  and  the  enlistment  bound  him  legally  in  the  service;  and  the 
onh'  legal  means  of  escape  from  such  enlistment  was  by  a  military  dis- 
charge, whether  under  the  act  of  September  28,  1850,  upon  proof  that 
his  enlistment  was  without  the  consent  of  parent  or  guardian,  under 
any  other  law,  or  for  any  other  reason. 

The  muster-out  roll  of  the  company  shows  him  as  still  in  desertion, 
and  no  discharge  from  that  service  has  ever  been  granted  him  by  the 
War  Department.  He  was  not  in  line  of  duty,  therefore,  at  the  time 
he  alleges  he  received  this  wound,  and  rejection  of  the  claim  is  affirmed 
upon  that  ground. 

I>ISLOTALTY— SECTION    4710,  RK VISED  STATTTES-ACCftUED   PENSION, 

Anna  M.  Winkler  (widow). 

Pension  having  erroneously  been  granted  to  the  soldier  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  he  ha\'ing  aide<l  and  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  positively  prohibits  the  payment  of 
the  pension  that  may  have  accrued  to  him  to  the  date  of  his  death  to  hii?  widow. 

Ast<fJitant  Secretary  F,  Z.  ComphM  to  the   Cominixslfmcr  of  PtnshmH^ 

Fehrnnry  19,  1901. 

I  have  carefully  considered  your  communication  of  December  1-4. 
1900.  inviting  attention  to  decision  of  this  Department  of  December  5, 
1900,  affirming  on  appeal  the  rejection  by  the  Pension  Bureau  of  the 
claim  of  Anna  M.  Winkler  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1800,  as  widow  of  Joseph  Winkler 
(deceased),  late  a  private  in  Company  G,  Forty-first  Missouri  Volun- 
teer Infantry,  and  also  of  the  application  of  said  widow  to  be  paid  the 
pension  that  had  accrued  upon  the  certificate  of  her  deceased  husband 

p.  D. — ^VOL.  11 16 
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at  the  time  of  his  death,  who  had  been  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions 
of  the  second  section  of  said  act,  and  requesting  instructions  additional 
to  those  contained  in  said  decision. 

The  claim  of  said  widow  for  pension  in  her  own  right  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  181K),  was  rejected 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  shown  that  the  deceased  soldier  had  ren- 
dered voluntary  military  service  in  the  Confedemte  Army,  thus  volun- 
tarih'  aiding  and  abetting  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  and  payment  of  jjension  to  his  widow  was  prohibited  by 
the  provisions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes;  but  payment  of  the 
pension  that  had  accrued  upon  the  certificate  of  the  soldier  at  the  date 
of  his  death  was  denied  said  widow  upon  the  ground  of  her  ^'inability 
to  prove  title  as  legal  widow  of  soldier." 

The  Department,  in  said  decision,  aflirmed  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
for  widow's  pension  upon  the  ground  stated,  but  held  that  the  ground 
upon  which  the  widow  was  denied  accrued  pension  was  erroneous  and 
improper,  the  proof  being  ample  and  sufficient  to  establish  a  valid 
marriage  between  the  soldier  and  herself,  and  that  she  was  the  soldier's 
lawful  widow;  at  the  same  time  it  was  also  held  that  the  soldier  him- 
self having,  by  reason  of  his  Confederate  seiTice,  been  erroneously 
pensioned,  and  not  being  legally  entitled  to  the  pension  which  had 
accrued  upon  his  certificate  at  the  date  of  his  death,  the  same  could  not 
lawfully  be  paid  to  his  widow,  the  prohibition  contained  in  section 
4716,  Revised  Statutes,  thq,t — 

no  money  on  account  of  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow,  chil- 
dren, or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  engage<1  in, 
or  aided  or  abetted,  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 

forbidding  the  payment  of  accrued  pension  to  the  widow  just  as  posi- 
tively and  expressly  as  it  prohibited  the  payment  of  pension  to  her  in 
her  own  right. 

It  is  this  latter  holding  in  said  decision  to  which  attention  is  invited 
and  concerning  which  additional  insti'uctions  are  desired. 

You  cite  The  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved 
April  9,  1898,  on  page  117,  under  the  head  of  "General  Instructions,'' 
as  follows: 

1.  When  a  claim  for  pension  was  allowed  under  the  practice  prevailing  at  the  time 
of  its  allowance,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraud,  or  mistake  of  fact,  such  adjudication 
will  not  afterwards  be  disturbed  for  the  reason  that  such  practice  has  been  abrogate<l 
or  modified  by  subsequent  nilings  or  decisions. 

This  nile  api)lies  to  questions  of  original  title  to  pension  and  not  to  the  rate  of 
pension. 

If,  however,  in  such  cases  an  application  is  filed  for  increase  or  additional  allow- 
ance of  ])ension  upon  the  same  basis  as  the  original  allowance  was  made,  such  appli- 
cation will  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  under  existing  rules  title  to  original  i)ension 
could  not  be  granted  upon  the  facts  shown,  and  therefore  an  increase  of  pension  or 
an  additional  allowance  on  the  same  basis  is  not  warranted. 
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Relative  to  the  foregoing  rule  of  practice  you  state: 

This  rule  was  designed  to  apply  to  certain  classes  of  cases,  and  among  others  to 
pensioners  under  the  act  of  Jime  27, 1890,  who,  though  having  served  in  the  Confed- 
erate army,  had  been  pensioned  under  rulings  of  the  Department  holding  that  such 
service  was  no  bar  to  pension  under  said  act.  Accordingly,  the  Bureau  has  so  applied 
the  rule,  and  where  pension  imder  said  act  was  granted  prior  to  September  17,  1894 
(the  promulgation  of  decision  in  the  case  of  Job  White,  7  P.  D.,  312),  such  allowance 
will  not  now  be  disturbed  even  though  it  is  shown  that  pensioner  rendered  voluntary' 
service  in  the  Confederate  army. 

In  this  case  jjension  was  allowed  in  April,  1891.  There  was  no  fraud  or  conceal- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  who  was  not  required  to  state  whether  or  not  he  had 
served  in  the  Confederate  army,  that  fact  being  deemed  immaterial  at  the  time  of 
the  allowance  of  his  claim.  If  said  pensioner  were  now  living  the  rule  cited  would 
prohibit  the  Bureau  from  dropping  his  name  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  mentioned. 

You  also  call  attention  to  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case 
of  William  Wilson  (10  P.  D.,  ?32),  wherein  the  rule  of  practice  referred 
to  was  considered  at  length,  and  was  approved  as  being  "founded  in 
good  policy  and  sustained  by  long-established  rulings  in  similar  cases." 

You  further  state: 

Under  the  practice  and  rules  as  construed  in  this  Bureau,  the  claim  for  accrued 
pension  in  this  case  would  be  allowed — claimant's  legal  widowhood  being  conceded; 
and  if  the  Department  approves,  such  action  will  now  be  taken. 

After  very  careful  consideration  of  the  subject  I  am  unable  to  con- 
cur in  the  view  that  the  rule  of  practice  referred  to  was  designed  to 
apply  to  or  that  it  could  properly  be  applied  to  the  cases  of  pen- 
sioners under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  who,  though  having  rendered 
voluntary  service  in  the  Confederate  army,  had  been  pensioned  under 
rulings  of  this  Department  holding  that  such  Confederate  service  was 
no  bar  to  pension  under  said  act. 

Said  rule,  by  its  very  terms,  would  seem  to  have  been  intended  to 
prevent  the  subsequent  reopening  and  disturbing  the  adjudication  of 
pension  claims,  which  had  been  adjudicated  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  and  decisions  in  force  and  prevailing  at  the  time,  only  in  cases 
where  there  was  no  positive  and  explicit  statutory  legislation  govern- 
ing the  question  at  issue,  but  the  claims  had  been  allowed  upon  the  con- 
struction given  to  the  law  by  the  decisions  of  the  Department,  or  the 
rulings  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  on  some  doubtful  point,  or  where 
the  language  of  the  law  governing  the  case  was  open  to  and  a  proper 
subject  for  judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  and  such  construc- 
tion and  intei*pretation  had  been  abrogated  or  modified  by  subsequent 
decisions  and  rulings. 

This  seems  clearly  to  have  been  the  view  taken  as  to  the  scope  and 
intention  of  said  rule  of  practice  in  the  decision  of  this  Department  in 
the  pa8e  of  William  Wilson  (10  P.  D.,  232),  to  which  you  invite  atten- 
tion. This  was  the  case  of  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the 
general  pension  law,  in  which  there  was  a  record  of  desertion  from  a 


244  DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

prior  term  of  service  standing  against  him  on  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  and  the  question  presented  for  decision  was  whether  a 
claim  for  increase  of  pension  based  upon  the  disability  of  accepted 
service  origin  for  which  he  was  then  pensioned  could  properlv-  be 
rejected  upon  the  ground  of  said  desertion.  At  the  time  of  the  orig- 
inal allowance  of  the  pension  the  service  in  which  his  disability  had 
been  contracted  was  recognized  by  the  decisions  of  the  Department 
and  the  rules  of  piTictice  of  the  Pension  Bureau  as  legal,  and  disability 
incurred  in  lino  of  duty  therein  as  pensionable.  Subsequently  a  modi- 
fication of  the  decisions  and  a  change  of  the  rules  of  piucticc  resulting 
from  a  different  construction  of  the  law  would  not  have  permitted  of 
the  allowance  of  said  pension  de  novo,  for  the  reason  that  the  ser\'ice 
was  then  held  to  be  illegal  and  the  disability  nonpensionable.  The 
decision  referred  to  held,  and  this  is  all  that  it  did  hold  directly,  that 
as  long  as  the  name  of  the  pensioner  was  kept  on  the  rolls  and  he 
was  permitted  to  receive  pension  on  account  of  said  disability  he  could 
not  be  denied  an  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  an  incre^ise  of  said 
disability  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  original  allowance  of  his 
pension  would  not  be  permissible  under  the  present  rules  of  practice 
and  the  construction  of  the  law.  In  other  words,  the  ground  of  rejec- 
tion of  increase  going  to  the  very  foundation  of  the  pensioner's  title 
to  pension,  he  could  not  be  denied  increase  and  at  the  same  time  be 
permitted  to  continue  to  receive  the  pension  he  was  then  enjoying. 
The  question  of  the  eff'ec  of  a  charge  of  desertion  upon  the  title  to 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law  is  one  con- 
cerning which  there  has  never  been  an}"  direct,  positive,  and  explicit 
legislation  by  act  of  Congress,  and  consequently  there  has  been,  from 
time  to  time,  great  contrariety  and  variance  of  opinion  and  decision 
and  frequent  changes  and  modifications  of  the  rules  of  practice  on  this 
subject,  growing  out  of  differing  views  as  to  the  proper  construction 
and  interpretation  to  be  placed  upon  the  law,  and  the  present  holding 
and  ruling  of  this  Department  on  the  question  of  dcvsertion  is  more  a 
matter  of  implication  and  construction  than  a  fixed  and  invariable  rule. 
It  was  in  this  connection  and  in  discussing  its  application  to  ques- 
tions and  cases  of  this  character  that  said  rule  of  practice  was  stated 
in  said  decision  to  have  been  '' founded  in  good  policy  and  sustained 
by  long-established  rulings  in  similar  cases,"  and  it  is  manifest  from 
its  whole  scope  and  tenor  that  it  was  never  intended  by  said  decision 
to  extend  the  application  of  said  rule  to  any  other  class  of  cases. 
There  is  nothin^:  in  said  decision,  or  in  anv  other  decision  of  this 
Department,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  that  tends  in  the  slightest  degree 
to  sustain  the  Anew  that  where  Congress  has  b}-  positive,  direct,  and 
explicit  legislation  commanded  something  to  be  done  or  prohibited 
something  from  being  done,  any  rule  of  practice  or  decision  of  this 
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Dej^jiirtment  can  operate  to  annul,  modif  \%  or  in  any  way  affect  such 
i^tatutoly  command  or  prohibition. 

The  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  cases  is  well  illustrated 
by  the  decisions  and  rulings  of  the  Department  and  the  practice  of 
the  Pension  Bureau  relative  to  this  very  question  of  desertion  itself. 

While  there  has  been  great  divergence  of  opinion  and  ruling  as  to 
the  effect  of  desertion  upon  title  to  pension  under  the  general  law, 
where  there  is  no  explicit  enactment  of  Congress  on  the  subject,  there 
ha.s  been  pract4cal  uniformit}'  of  both  decision  and  practice  with  regard 
to  the  effect  of  desertion  in  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
(Si^e  case  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  385.)  In  the  latter  instance.  Con- 
gress having  declared,  by  positive  and  explicit  enactment,  that  an 
honoiTible  discharge  was  necessarj^  as  a  prerequisite  to  title  to  pension 
under  said  act,  desertion  from  the  sei'i'icc  therein  designated  has  uni- 
formly been  held  to  constitute  a  complete  bar  to  the  allowance  of 
pension  under  its  provisions. 

The  case  we  are  now  considering,  and  the  case  of  an}"  other  pen- 
sioner or  applicant  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  who 
may  be  shown  to  have  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  to  have  aided  or 
abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
is  widely  different,  however,  from  the  case  of  Wilson  (supra).  Con- 
gress has  seen  fit  in  this  class  of  cases  to  impose,  by  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes,  a  positive,  distinct,  and  absolute  prohibition  against 
the  payment  of  any  mone}'^  on  account  of  pension  to  any  person,  or 
to  the  widow,  children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  concerning 
the  intent  and'  effect  of  which  there  can  be  no  two  opinions,  and  the 
laiigauge  in  which  it  is  expressed  is  so  plain  and  obvious  that  it  does 
not  admit  of  construction  or  inteipretiition. 

There  never  has  been  any  doubt  expressed  or  anj^  contrariety  of 
opinion  in  the  decisions  of  this  Department  as  to  the  meaning,  intent, 
or  effect  of  section  4710,  Revised  Statutes;  it  speaks  for  itself  in  a 
manner  that  can  not  be  misunderstood.  The  contrariety  of  opiAion 
and  decision  to  which  vou  allude  was  merelv  as  to  whether  the  pro- 
visions  of  said  section  were  properly  applicable  to  pensioners  and 
claimants  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  having  been  definitely  settled  and  determined  that  the  provisions 
of  said  sect  on  were  applicable  to  such  pensioners  and  claimants  for 
pension,  and  such  being  now  the  established  holding  of  the  Depart- 
ment, the  positive  prohibition  therein  contained  attaches  and  becomes 
operative  eo  instanti,  and  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  payment  of 
any  money  on  account  of  pension  under  said  act  to  the  persons  desig- 
nated in  said  section  4716  would  be  a  direct  and  palpable  violation  of 
the  terms  of  said  section  and  a))solutelv  and  whollv  illeofal. 

Consequently,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  of 
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said  rule  of  practice  to  the  cases  of  '' pensioners  under  the  act  of  June 
i^7, 1890,  who,  though  having  rendered  voluntarj-  sen' ice  in  the  Con- 
federate Army,  had  been  pensioned  under  rulings  of  the  Department 
holding  that  such  service  was  no  bar  to  pension  under  said  act," 
thereby  authorizing  the  continuance  of  payment  of  money  on  account 
of  pension  to  such  pensioners  in  direct  violation  of  the  positive  enact- 
ments of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  was  a  misapplication  of  said 
rule  and  a  misinterpretation  of  its  true  meaning  and  intent,  and  that 
the  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau  thus  established  is  ill^al  and  should 
be  at  once  abrogated. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  open  to  discussion  tha-  the  payment 
of  accrued  pension  to  a  widow  upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  the 
pensioner,  would  be  just  as  much  the  pa^'uient  to  her  of  money  on 
account  of  pension  as  the  payment  to  her  of  original  pension  as  the 
widow  of  such  deceased  pensioner.  If  this  be  conceded,  as  it  necessarily 
must,  then  the  inhibition  contained  in  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes, 
attaches  to  the  payment  of  accrued  pension  to  the  widow  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  under  consideration  and  absolutelv  forbids 
such  payment. 

To  deny  to  this  widow  pension  in  her  own  right  under  the  provisions 
of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  payment  of  such  pension  to  her  is  prohibited  by  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes,  on  account  of  the  voluntarv  Confederate  sen'ice  of 
her  deceased  husband,  and  at  the  same  time  pay  to  her  the  pension  that 
had  accrued  upon  his  certificate  under  the  same  act  at  the  dat-c  of  his 
death  would  be,  in  my  judgment,  inconsistent  and  in  violation  of  the 
express  provisions  of  the  law. 

The  decision  of  December  5,  1900,  on  the  appeal  in  the  claim  No. 
673285  of  Anna  M.,  as  widow  of  Joseph  Winkler,  late  a  private  in 
Company  G,  Forty-fii*st  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  for  pension 
under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  will,  therefore,  not 
be  modified  or  changed  in  any  particular,  but  will  be  adhered  to,  and 
you  are  requested  to  conform  the  practice  of  the  Pension  Bereau  in  all 
similar  cases,  and  in  all  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
to  the  views  herein  expressed. 
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DEPEITDEXT   PARENT'S    CI^VIMS-SECTION   4707  R.  S.— FEE- WAR  WITH 

SPAIN. 

Kathrina  Blitch  (mother). 

1.  Where  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  wholly  under  section 

4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  calls  were  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  for  evi- 
<ience  of  dei)en(lence  at  the  date  of  the  soldier  son's  death,  and  the  pro<^f  fur- 
nished establishes  dependence  at  date  of  soldier's  death,  and  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  have  in  no  manner  been  invoked,  it  is  error 
to  issue  the  certificate,  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  under  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90. 

2.  In  such  a  case  the  attorney  prosecuting  the  claim  should  Ix'  certified  such  fee  as 

agreed  upon,  evidenced  by  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agreements  filed  in 
the  claim,  not  exceeding  $25. 

A>i'<iM4int  S*xreta7*y  F,  L.  Campljdl  to  the   Coinmimiontr  (ff  Pensions^ 

Fthrvai-y  20,  1901. 

Kathrina  Blitch,  as  dependent  mother  of  Nichohts  L.  Blitch,  who 
.served  as  private  in  .Company  A,  First  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry, 
tiled  her  claim  January  7,  1899,  claiming  pension  on  account  of  the 
?>ervices  and  death  of  her  said  son. 

The  claim  was  adjudicated  and  allowed  February  2,  1900,  and  stated 
on  the  brief  face  '^approved  for  admission;  origin  of  death  in  service 
accepted  under  section  4707,  as  amended  by  act  of  June  27,  1890/' and 
a  fee  of  5?10  was  certified  to  the  attorneys  of  record. 

Said  attorneys,  on  January  28, 1899,  filed  duplicate  articles  of  agree- 
ment for  a  fee  of  ^25.  March  5,  1900,  said  attorneys  appealed  from 
your  action  refusing  them  a  fee  of  §25  under  said  agreement,  contend- 
ing as  follows: 

The  alx)ve  entitled  claim  waa  filed  by  us  on  January  7,  1899,  and  upon  Juno  28, 
ls!n>,  we  file<l  in  said  claim  duplicate  fee  (contracts  duly  signed  by  the  claimant, 
wherein  she  agreed  to  the  payment  to  us  of  the  fee  of  $25,  as  provide<i  by  the  act  of 
July  4,  1884,  upon  the  allowance  of  her  claim  for  pension. 

Sulwequeut  to  the  filing  of  the  said  claim,  and  in  anticipation  of  any  requirements 
from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  we  proceeded  to  the  obtaining  of  the  evidence 
n»M*es?iary  to  establish  the  same,  which  evidence  having  bt*en  duly  furnished  the 
claim  was  allowe<l  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  under  date  of  Febniary  9,  1900, 
and  a  fee  of  but  §10  certified  to  us  as  the  attorneys  of  reconl  tlierein,  the  fee  ccm- 
tnicts  filed  by  us  on  January  28,  18^)9,  as  above  stated,  and  for  which  we  hohl  official 
receipt,  lx*ing  entirely  ignored.  It  is  from  this  action  that  this  apjn^al  is  taken, 
l>elieving  as  we  do  that  such  action  is  without  warrant  of  law,  and  should  ])e  revei*sed. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  in  claims  filed  by  persons  claiming  pension  as  i)arents 
of  soldiers  who  served  in  the  recent  war  with  Spain  it  is  the  practice'  of  the  Pension 
<)lRce  to  call  upon  such  applicants  to  elect  whether  they  claim  jK'usion  under  the  old 
or  general  law,  ac^t  of  July  14,  1802,  or  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  If  tlie  appli- 
cant elects  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  then  we  understand  it  to  ])e  the  i)ractice  to  pay 
to  the  attorney  of  n»cord  in  the  claim  a  fee  .of  $10,  ignoring  any  contracts  for  a  larger 
sum  which  may  be  on  file. 
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Upon  inquiry  we  iind  that  this  practice  ie  based  upon  the  decision  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  rendered  June  21,  1899,  in  the  case  of  Elizal)eth  Dariing,  mother  of 
Franklin  Rickard,  current  decisions  244,  and  as  construed  by  a  further  decii^ion  in 
the  same  ('a.«e  (lated  Septeml.)er  22,  1899. 

As  no  information  has  been  given  to  us  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  ad  to 
why  our  fee  contracts  are  ignore<i,  we  are  unable  to  state  with  that  definiteness  which 
might  Ih?  de«re<i  just  what  the  grounds  of  that  officer  are  for  the  action  now 
appealed  from.  If,  however,  it  be  true  that  it  is  held  })y  the  Pension  Office  that  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  grants  pension  to  a  dependent  x>arent  of  a  soldier  dying  as  the 
result  of  servi(^e  in  the  recent  war  with  Spain  under  any  constniction  of  law  laid 
down  by  the  Department  in  the  Darling  case  referred  to,  we  believe  such  decision  to 
be  unsound  and  not  warranted  by  anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  or 
in  the  Darling  decision  sui)ra. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  as  follows: 

"That  in  considering  the  pension  claims  of  dependent  parents  the  fact  of  the  sol- 
dier's death  by  reason  of  any  wound,  injury,  c^asualty,  or  disease  which,  under  the 
conditions  and  limitations  of  existing  laws,  would  have  entitled  him  to  an  invalid 
pension,  and  the  fact  that  the  soldier  left  no  widow  or  minor  children  having  l)een 
shown  as  required  by  law,  it  shall  be  necessary  only  to  show  by  comi)etent  and  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  such  parent  or  parents  are  without  other  present  means  of  suj)- 
port  than  their  own  manual  labor  or  the  contributions  of  others  not  legally  lx>uiid 
for  their  supi>ort:  l^orkhd^  That  all  pensions  allowed  to^dependent  parents  under 
this  act  shall  commence  from  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  thereunder  and 
shall  cuntinue  no  longer  than  the  existence  of  the  dependence." 

The  above-(iuoted  section  contains  no  granting  clause  giving  pension  to  a  dei>end- 
ent  i)arent,  but  is  directed  to  changing  the  measure  of  proof  which  shall  lx»  requirtni 
to  establish  the  title  of  dei)endent  parents  to  i>ension,  the  grant  of  pension  to  euoli 
parents  being  pro\dded  for  in  section  4707  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  supplementary  decision  in  the  Darling  case,  or  that  rendered  September 
22,  1S99,  it  was  held  that  that  j)ortion  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  provides 
that  ''rank  in  the  ser^'ice  shall  not  be  considered  in  applications  filed  under  this  act" 
did  not  apply  to  claims  of  de])endent  parents,  thus  confirming  the  views  laid  down 
in  the  previous  decision  rendered  in  this  case. 

As  it  has  been  definitely  determined  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contains  no 
granting  clause  giving  title  to  pension  to  dependent  parents,  but  that  such  title  rests 
upon  the  i)rovisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  whj'  are  the  properly  executed 
contracts  for  fee  filed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  4,  1884,  not  applicable, 
the  claim  in  which  they  are  filed  being  purely  one  filed  under  the  general  law  as 
contradistinguished  from  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

"We  would  therefore  reciuest  that  y(»u  will  direct  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to 
certify  to  us  a  fee  of  §^25  as  j)rovided  for  in  the  fee  contracts  executed  by  the  appli- 
cant and  filed  in  this  claim. 

In  your  report  upon  said  appeal  you  .state: 

Kathrina  Blitch  filed  on  January  7,  1899,  a  claim  for  i)ension  as  the  dei)endent 
mother  of  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  late  private.  Company  A,  Firnt  Illinois  Volunteer 
Infantry,  who  die<i  while  in  the  service  during  the  late  war  with  Spain,  on  Septeni- 
l)er  IS,  1S08. 

In  the  declaration  the  applicant  claims  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of 
Conjrrcss  granting'  pen^io^s  to  dejiendent  relatives  and  alleged  tlependence  in  part 
upon  the  Kiid  .soldier  for  sni>port.  She  a])})ointed  W.  \V.  Dudley  &  Co.,  her  attor- 
neys, and  they  on  January  2S,  1S99,  lile<l  du[)licatc  copies  of  articles  of  agreement  to 
allow  tlicni,  in  case  tlio  jjcnsion  was  granted,  a  fee  of  ^2.");  these  articles  of  agreement 
are  in  due  form.     Calls  were  made  for  evidence  as  to  ini!ome  in  1898  and  since,  and 
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endenee  to  show  that  the  claimant  was  laiyely  dependent  uix)n  her  son,  the  deceased 
j<oldier,  for  support  and  contributions  from  him  was  filed.  The  claim  was  adjudicated 
and  certificate  ih-sucnl  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  it  being  held  in  effect  that  the  claim  was  one  under  the  provisions  of 
the  a4*t  of  June  27,  1890.  The  articles  of  agreement  were  not  recognized,  and  the 
fe€»  of  $10  only  was  allowed,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Sarah  O. 
Stoi'kwell  (Pension  Decisions,  vol.  10,  p.  428) ,  in  which  it  is  held  that  a  fee  in  excess 
of  810  can  not  be  paid  in  a  dependent  mother's  or  any  other  claim  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890.  From  this  action  the  attorneys  appeal.  They  contend  that  as  it  lias 
l)een  definitely  determined  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contains  no  granting  clause 
giving  title  to  pension  to  dependent  parent**,  but  that  such  title  rests  upon  the  pro- 
\ision9  of  section  4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  United  Statej?,  that  properly  executed 
contracts  for  fee  filed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  are  applicable, 
the  claim  in  which  they  are  file<i  being  purely  one  under  the  general  law  as  contra- 
distinguished from  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  ca.'se  is  similar  to  that  of  Kathrj'ne  A.  Ratcliffe,  certificate  No.  496541,  con- 
sidere<l  l)y  the  Department  in  a  decision  dated  Decemljer  8,  1900.  Claim  was  filed 
and  prosecuted  by  the  attorneys  (W.W.Dudley  &  Co.,  api>ellants  in  the  claim  at 
present  under  consideration)  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  United  States, 
without  regard  to  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  In  this  decision  the  Department  lays 
down  the  rule  that  an  applic*ant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she 
so  elects,  make  and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisit)n8  of  section  4707,.  Revised 
Statutes,  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  ami  overrules  so  much  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Elizalx?th  Dar- 
ling (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299),  as  denies  the  existence  of  such  a  right  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  Department  further  expresses  the 
opinion  that  the  claim  should  be  regarded  as  having  been  made  and  prosecuted 
wholly  under  the  provisions  t>f  section  4707  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  and  as 
unaffected  by  anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  directs  that  if 
ne<*es!sary  a  readjudication  should  be  made  and  a  new  certificate  issued. 

In  accordance  with  this  decision  the  appellants  in  the  case  now  under  considera- 
tion, have,  since  entering  their  a|)i>eal,  filed  an  application  for  readjudication  of  the 
ca.«e  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  under  which  section  the 
claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted,  and  for  the  (certification  of  a  fee  of  $25  under  <luly 
executed  contracts  file<l  in  duplicate,  less  the  $10  previously  paid  them.  Shall  the 
claim  l)e  readjudicatt^l  iu  accordance  with  the  decision  in  the  Ratcliffe  case,  and 
shall  that  decision  be  regardetl  as  retroactive  in  its  application  and  govern  the 
Bureau  in  all  similar  cases  adjudicated  under  the  decisions  in  the  Darling  and  Stcx'k- 
wel  1  cases.     ( Supra. ) 

In  view  of  the  large  numlx»r  of  cases  adjudicattnl  under  these  decisions  and  of  the 
fact  that  a  readjudication  would  result  in  no  prt^sent  IxMiefit  to  the  claimants,  Imt 
only  ti)  the  advantage  of  the  attorneys  and  entail  a  lai*<re  amount  of  work  upon  the 
Rureau,  it  is  of  doubtful  propriety  and  exi)ediency  to  reopen  cases  adjudicated  under 
a  former  construction  of  the  laws  merely  ujKm  the  ai)i)lications  of  the  attorneys,  who 
would  l)e  the  onlv  l)eneficiaries. 

m 

If  such  readjudication  is  determined  upon,  shall  it  be  upon  the  applications  of 
attorneys  only  and  not  ui>on  the  a})plications  of  the  claimants  themselves,  and  with- 
out a  full  knowledge  on  their  parts  of  all  their  rights  and  privileges  as  to  j)roof 
recjuired  and  the  fees  which  may  be  allowe<l,  and  an  ojiportunity  beinj;  given  them 
to  elect  under  which  law  their  applications  may  Ik*  adjudicated,  as  in  cases  unadjudi- 
cated  at  the  date  of  vour  decision  in  the  Ratcliffe  case  or  thereafter  to  be  fiUMl? 

I  have  the  honor  to  request  that  you  will,  at  your  earliest  convenience,  fully  advise 
and  instruct  me  in  the  premises. 

The  appeal  and  paj^ers  in  the  case  are  herewith  transmitted. 
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In  claimant's  declaration  for  pension  she  alleges  that — 

*  *  *  she  is  the  mother  of  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  who  enlisted  under  the  name  of 
Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  in  Chicago,  111.,  on  the  13th  day  of  June,  1898,  in  Company  A, 
Firjit  Regiment  Illinois  Volunteers,  war  with  Spain.  Who  was  taken  ill  with  t\*phoid- 
malarial  fever  while  on  duty  at  Santiago,  Cuba,  and  who  died  at  New  Haven,  Conn., 
in  consequence  of  the  above  disease  on  the  18th  day  of  September,  1898,  who  lx»re 
at  the  time  of  death  the  rank  of  private  in  Company  A,  First  Illinois  Volunteers;  that 
said  son,  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  left  neither  widow  or  child  under  16  years  of  age  sur- 
viving; that  said  claimant  was  married  to  the  father  of  the  sai<l  son  at  Cedar  Falls, 
Iowa,  on  the  20th  day  of  August,  1868,  by  Rev.  Father  Murphy;  that  she  wjis  partly 
dei)endent  upon  said  son  for  support;  that  the  father  of  said  son  died  at  Dubuque, 
Iowa,  on  the  6th  day  of  Septeml^er,  A.  D.  1893. 

On  December  1, 1899,  j^our  Bureau  called  upon  the  claimant  to  show 
whether  she,  or  her  husband,  had  disposed  of  an}^  real  estate  since 
soldier's  death,  and  if  so  a  transcript  from  the*  public  records  showing 
to  whom  and  for  what  consideration  transfer  was  made.  Also  the  tes- 
timony of  credible  witnesses  showing  the  amount  and  source  of  claim- 
ant's income  and  her  means  of  support  in  1898  and  since.  On  the  same 
day  a  call  was  made  for  a  duly  verified  statement  of  the  oflBcer  having 
custody  of  the  proper  records,  deseri])ing  all  taxable  property  borne 
on  the  rolls  in  the  name  of  claimant  for  the  years  1898  and  1899,  and 
showing  the  assessed  value  of  such  property  and  the  ratio  that  such 
property  bears  to  the  true  or  cash  value. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  that  this  claim  was  filed  under  the 
provisions  of  section  47o7,  and  prosecuted  thereunder  without  regard 
to  the  provision  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Claimant 
filed  evidence  showing  her  dependence  upon  said  soldier  for  support 
at  the  date  of  his  death  and  since,  in  accordance  with  the  calls  made 
bv  the  Bureau.  This  brinies  the  case  cleaiiv  within  that  of  Kathrine 
A.  Ratcliffe,  dependent  mother  of  Stephen  M.  Ratdiffe,  late  private. 
Company  D,  First  ^Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  which  will  be  reported 
in  vol.  11,  P.  D.,  171.  The  question  arises,  have  the  attorneys  a  right 
to  their  fee  of  ^:^5,  as  stipulated  in  the  fee  agreement  filed  in  the  case  i 

In  the  case  of  Katclifl'e  (supra)  referring  to  the  effect  of  section  1 
of  the  act  of  June  ^7,  1890,  upon  section  4707,  Itevised  Statutes,  it 
was  said: 

Siiid  section  clearly  contains  no  express  repeal  of  anything  in  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  there  can  1h^  no  implied  repeal  unless  the  provisions  of  the  two  sections 
are  ivi)Ujrnant,  so  that  Loth  can  not  stand  and  ])e  executed  together.  I  am  unable 
to  see  that  there  is  any  repugnance.  The  manifest  intent  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
was  not  to  take  away  any  existing  rights  to  pcjision,  but  to  establish  additional  or 
alternative  rights.  The  oj)ening  of  a  new  and  easier  road  to  pension  does  not  neces- 
sarily preclude  applicants  from  taking  the  older  and  more  diflicult  route  if  they  con- 
ceive it  to  l)e  to  their  advantage  to  do  so.     *    *    * 

The  actual  pecuniary  l)enefits  to  be  o])taine<l  by  proceeding  under  said  action  may 
be  no  greater  than  wouM  be  secured  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  they  may  even 
be  Ic^s;  nevertheless  the  law  imposes  no  restriction  ui)on  the  applicant.  If  he  (or 
she)  for  purely  sentunental  or  fanciful  reasons  prefers  to  make  and  prosecute  the 
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claim  under  the  older  law,  he  haa  an  undoubted  right  to  do  so.  In  the  case  of  a 
soldier  or  a  widow  applicant  this  right  is  not  questioned.  Why  should  it  be  in  the 
cas?e  of  a  dependent  parent?  It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  establishment  of  a 
claim  under  the  provisions  of  old  law  rather  than  under  those  of  the  new  may  not 
at  fcome  time  result  in  pecuniar>'  benefit  to  the  claimant.  Such  would  be  the  effect, 
for  instance,  if  the  limitation  upon  the  arrears  act  of  March  3,  1879,  should  be 
reiH:»aled.  But  even  if  no  substantial  benefit  could  ever  accrue,  I  find  no  authority 
f».>r  c  oercing  the  choice  of  a  claimant  to  whom  the  law  permits  alternative  courses  of 
action.  * 

It  clearly  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case  that  the  claim  was 
tiled  and  prosecuted,  wholly,  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes.  You  required  claimant  to  show  dependence  upon 
her  said  son  at  the  date  of  his  death  and  since,  but  issued  the  certifi- 
cate for  pension  under  said  section  as  amended  by  section  1  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890.  The  benefits  of  the  act  of  1890  were  not  invoked, 
nor  did  said  section  1  cut  any  figure  in  the  case  until  the  certificate 
was  issued.  Your  action  was,,  presumably,  based  upon  the  dictum 
contained  in  the  Darling  case  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299),  which  was  over- 
ruled in  the  Ratcliffe  case.  I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  the 
certificate  in  this  case  was  improperly  issued  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
lb',»0,  and  that  the  attorneys  who  prosecuted  the  claim  were  improp- 
erly denied  the  fee  stipulated  in  the  duplicate  fee  agreements  filed 
l)rior  to  the  final  adjudication  of  the  claim. 

The  Department  therefore  holds: 

1.  AVhere  a  dependent  parent's  claim  is  filed  and  prosecuted  under 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  without  invoking  the  benefits  conferred 
by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  where  the  calls  by 
the  Bureau  for  evidence  of  dependence  relate  solel}'  to  claimant's  con- 
dition of  dependency  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  soldier  son,  and 
continuance  since,  and  the  evidence  furnished  is  in  accordance  with 
such  calls,  it  is  error  on  allowance  of  the  claim  to  issue  the  certificate 
as  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  1  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  ISiH). 

2.  In  such  a  case  the  attorney  prosecuting  the  claim  is  entitled  to 
such  fee  as  may  be  stipulated  in  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agree- 
ments tiled  in  the  claim  prior  to  the  final  adjudication  of  the  claim, 
not  exceeding  §25. 

Referring  to  that  part  of  your  report  on  the  appeal  requesting  to 
be  informed  whether  the  decision  in  the  Ratcliffe  case  should  ])e  con- 
sidered as  retroactive  it  is  onlv  necessarv  to  sav  that  it  is  believed  that 
said  decision  properly  states  the  existing  law  applicable  to  claims  by 
dependent  parents,  and  whenever  an  application  is  made  to  readjudi- 
cate  a  claim  heretofore  erroneoush'  adjudicated  it  should  be  readjudi- 
catcd  in  accordance  with  the  law  as  construed  in  the  Ratclilfe  case. 

You  will  therefore  please  readjudicate  this  claim  and  reissue  the 
certificate  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Action  reversed. 
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disloyalty-conscription—special.  exa>anation. 

Lewis  Riddle. 

The  testimony  filed  by  the  claimant  tending  to  show  that  he  did  not  voluntarily 
engage  in  or  aid  or  alx»t  the  late  rebellion,  Bjx^cial  examination  is  direote<i  in 
or(ier  to  natisfaotorily  and  fully  detennine  the  facts,  the  reconle  of  the  War 
Department  showing  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  8e^^dce  and  desertion  two 
months,  probably,  later. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphell  t(»  th^  Commissioner  of  Penslotija^ 

February  23,  1901, 

This  appellant,  Lewis  Riddle,  was  a  member  from  November  3,  18f>2, 
to  August  23,  1805,  of  Company  A,  First  Arkansas  Cavalry,  and  was 
formerly  pensioned,  certificate  No.  882650,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  but  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  in  September,  1898,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  voluntarily  served  in  the  Confederate  army  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  he  appealed  October  18,  1898,  admitting 
that  he  sensed  in  said  army,  but  contending  that  such  service  was 
forced  and  constrained  by  the  Confederate  soldiers  in  his  loealit}'  and 
that  he  deserted  therefrom  at  the  first  opportunity. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  claimant  enlisted  for 
three  years  in  Compan}'  E,  Thirtj'-fourth  (also  called  Second)  Arkansas 
Infantry,  Confederate  Stsites  army,  on  August  13  (.vear  not  stated)  and 
deserted  October  20,  18f)2,  as  shown  b}'  roll  from  June  17  to  Octo)>er 
31,  1802,  the  first  on  file,  his  name  being  dropped  from  subsequent 
rolls. 

Claimant  admits,  on  special  examination  in  June,  1898,  that  he  served 
in  above-mentioned  companv  in  the  Confederate  annv  about  two 
months,  but  was  forced,  he  savs,  into  such  service.  He  testifies  that 
for  two  months  after  the  Confederate  conscript  hiw  was  passed  he 
and  others  hid  out  in  the  mountains  in  Arkansas  in  order  to  escape 
conscription  into  that  service,  but  were  hunted  down  so  vigorously 
by  the  rebel  soldiers  that  they  sent  for  Captain  Wright,  of  the 
Confederate  company  a])ove  mentioned,  and  four  of  them  surrendered 
to  him  and  went  into  his  company  rather  than  be  captured  and  placed 
in  some  other  command;  that  as  soon  as  thev  arrived  near  the  Federal 
lines  he  deserted  and  inmiediately  enlisted  in  the  Federal  Armj':  that 
he  hoped  to  avoid  any  Confederate  service,  Imt  *'  it  was  too  wanu 
here"  and  he  was  compelled  to  enter  that  service;  that  those  who 
enlisted  therein  with  him  are  dead,  and  he  can  prove  that  that  sen'ice 
was  not  voluntary  onh'  b\^  said  Captain  Wright,  who  now  resides  at 
Chester,  Ark. 

In  an  aflidavit  filed  in  September,  189S,  under  notice  of  contem- 
plated withdrawal  of  pension,  claimant  stated  further  that  he  was 
always  of  Union  sentiments  and  voted  for  a  Union  delegate  to  the  State 
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convention  called  to  consider  the  question  of  seceding,  and  did  every- 
thing he  could  to  prevent  secession;  that  the  re))els  were  bushwhack- 
ing* the  country  and  either  forcing  Union  men  into  the  rebel  ami}'  or 
killing  them,  and  he  recalled,  naming  them,  eight  who  were  thus  killed, 
he  says;  that  his  father  advised  him  to  surrender  until  he  could  get  an 
opportunity  to  esc^jje,  and  he  had  already  tried  once  to  go  North,  but 
got  only  80  miles  awa}^  when  he  was  forced  to  return,  as  he  found  he 
could  not  get  North  without  being  killed;  that  he  still  hid  out  and  was 
afraid  even  to  go  to  the  Confedemte  army  because  of  the  frequent 
killings,  and  so  sent  for  Captain  Wright  and  surrendered  to  him;  that 
while  with  the  Confederates  he  had  no  arms  of  any  kind  and  did  nothing 
to  aid  them,  and  escaped  as  soon  as  they  ^'  fell  back  south  and  opened 
the  wav." 

Andrew  L.  Wilson,  signing  by  mark,  states  in  his  affidavit,  filed  at 
the  same  time  as  claimant's,  that  he  was  living  a  close  neighbor  to 
claimant  when  the  war  broke  out  and  had  known  him  w^ell  since  1857; 
that  the  question  of  secession  was  frequently  discussed  between  them 
"when  no  secesh  or  rebels  were  present,"  and  he  knows  claimant 
was  a  Union  man  and  voted  for  a  Union  delegate  to  the  State  conven- 
tion; that  claimant  hid  out  in  the  mountains  for  two  months  after  the 
Confederate  conscript  law  was  passed;  that  he  carried  claimant  pro- 
visions while  so  in  hiding,  and  his  (affiant's)  house  waa  searched  for 
<*luimant  twice  in  the  night  time  and  several  times  during  the  day,  and 
the  rebels  said  they  were  going  to  get  them  if  they  had  to  hunt  every 
brush  thicket  in  the  country,  and  he  names  twelve  who  w^ere  killed, 
he  says,  while  thus  in  hiding  as  Union  men,  and  claimant's  father  was 
hung  b}'  them  and  robbed  of  all  his  property,  he  says;  that  claimant's 
father  came  to  him  (affiant)  the  next  day  where  he  was  lying  out,  and 
he  saw^  where  the  rope  cut  his  neck;  that  in  consequence  of  this 
extreme  condition  of  aflFairs  claimant  was  advised  bv  his  father  to  sur- 
render,  and  did,  he  understands,  to  Captain  Wright,  who  went  out  to 
meet  him. 

Celia  A.  Fears,  also  signing  by  mark,  in  an  affidavit  filed  at  the 
same  time,  states  she  stayed  with  claimant's  wife  nights  when  claimant 
was  in  hiding,  and  they  cooked  food  which  her  father,  A.  L.  Wilson 
a)>ove  named,  took  out  to  claimant  and  others  in  hiding;  that  the 
rebels  robbed  claimant's  house,  tiiking  everything  he  had,  so  that  his 
wife  could  not  keep  house  and  had  to  go  to  affiant's:  that  so  many 
were  killed  by  the  rebels  and  times  became  so  bad  that  claimant 
final!}'  surrendered  to  the  Confederates  and  remained  with  them  until 
he  could  safely  get  to  the  Union  lines;  that  he  told  his  wife,  in  affiant's 
presence,  the  evening  before  he  surrendered,  that  he  was  going  to  get 
out  as  soon  as  he  could. 

B.  E.  Snead  also  states,  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  lived  in  claimant's 
neighborhood  from  1847;  that  he  knows  claimant  and  his  father  and 
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two  brothers  were  all  Union  men  and  voted  for  Union  delegates  to  the 
State  convention;  that  one  brother  was  killed  in  the  Union  Armv  and 
his  father  was  hung  b}^  the  Confederates  to  extort  the  place  of  hiding 
of  claimant  and  others;  that  he  himself  was  in  hiding  with  them  and 
food  and  information  were  brought  them  by  Mrs.  Wilson;  that  Con- 
federate scouts  searched  his  house  several  times  for  claimant,  and 
killed  a  number  of  Union  men  who  were  in  hiding;  that  he  and  claim- 
ant's father  and  others  advised  claimant  to  surrender  and  then  escape 
when  he  could,  and  that  he  knows  claimant  did  not  voluntarilv  aid  or 
abet  the  rebellion. 

It  has  repeatedly  been  held  by  the  Department  that  enlistment  in 
the  Confederate  army  is  presumptive  proof  of  a  voluntary  aiding  and 
abetting  of  the  rebellion  within  the  meaning  of  section  4716  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (Milo  Ousterhout,  7  P.  D.,  270;  Augustus  H.  Longee, 
ibid,  586;  William  C.  Couch,  8  P.  D.,  39;  James  H.  Rainey,  ibid,  77: 
Barnabas  Sarver,  9  P.  D.,  294;  John  H.  Kimball,  11  P.  D.^  124,  ISiJ). 

It  is  also  held  that  where  it  is  shown  such  enlistment  was  through 
conscription  or  duress,  or  merely  for  the  purpose  of  escaping  into  the 
Union  lines,  and  without  any  purpose  or  intent  to  aid  and  abet  the 
rebellion,  this  presumption  is  overcome  and  the  case  is  not  within  the 
inhibition  of  said  section  4716.  See  the  cases  above  cited,  particularly 
those  of  Rainev  and  Kimball. 

In  the  present  case  it  appears  from  claimant's  allegations  and  evi- 
dence that  he  was  in  fact  and  was  generally  known  as  a  Union  man: 
that  he  was  forced  because  of  his  known  opposition  to  secession  to 
leave  his  home,  which  was  plundered  and  rendered  uninhabitable,  and 
to  lie  out  in  the  mountains  in  hiding  for  two  months  in  order  to 
escape  conscription  or  an  alternative  killing,  with  apparenth'  the 
probabilities  in  favor  of  the  latter;  that  in  consequence  of  these  efforts 
against  him,  particularly  after  at  least  one  ineffectual  attempt  to  get 
North,  and  with  a  ruthless  death  apparentl}'  staring  him  in  the  face  s^o 
strongly  that  he  dared  not  even  submit  to  a  capture  by  the  numerous 
scouts  who  were  hounding  him  down,  he  prudently,  by  the  advice  of 
his  father,  who  had  already  suffered  on  his  account  from  an  attempted 
hanging,  sent  for  the  captain  of  the  Confederate  company,  surrendered 
to  him  and  enlisted  in  said  company  solely  as  a  means,  and  apparently 
the  onh'  means,  to  avoid' a  fruitless  death  and  escape  into  the  Union 
lines  at  his  first  opportunit3%  as  he  told  his  wife  the  evening  before 
and  as  was  the  understanding  of  his  friends. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  corrobonite  claimant's  allegji- 
tions.  The\'  show  he  deserted  from  this  rebel  company  in  which  he 
had,  he  says,  borne  no  arms  and  given  no  aid  to  the  rebellion,  in  two 
months  (probably),  and  within  two  weeks  thereafter  enlisted  in  the 
Union  Army,  where  he  served  for  nearly  three  years,  being  discharged 
only  when  the  war  had  ended  and  his  loyal  s.ervices  were  no  longer 
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required.  He  does  not  appear  to  have  been  absent  from  his  duty 
during  his  whole  Union  service. 

1  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  claim  should  be  submitted  for  special 
examination  upon  the  question  of  claimant's  having  voluntarily 
engag"ed  in,  or  aided,  or  abetted  the  rebellion.  The  adverse  presump- 
tion from  the  fact  of  his  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  service  is  strong. 
So.  also,  is  the  testimony  tiled  by  him  in  rebuttal,  corroborated,  as  it 
is,  b^'  the  record  itself.  Two  of  the  three  affiants,  however,  sign  by 
mark,  and  the  third  affidavit  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  affiant.  The  testimony  of  Captain  Wright,  who  is,  claimant 
.sa^'s,  the  only  one  now  living  who  can  testify  as  to  his  enlistment  in 
that  service  being  forced  and  involuntary,  has  not  been  obtained, 
although  apparently  accessible. 

The  action  appealed  from,  therefore,  is  reversed,  and  you  will  read- 
judieate  the  claim  as  indicated.  ' 


m VISION  OF  PENSIOX— ACT  MARCH  3,  1890— REPAYMENT  TO  PEN- 
SIONER. 

Henry  N.  Rothery. 

It  having  been  decided  that  upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  law  and  upon  the 
evidence  in  the  case  the  division  of  the  pension  and  the  payment  to  the  wife  of 
this  pensioner,  by  virtue  of  the  act  named,  were  erroneous  and  without  proper 
warrant  of  law,  the  refusal  to  restore  to  him  the  amount  of  which  he  was 
deprived  is  likewise  illegal,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  amount  shall  be  paid  to 
him. 

AHMiatant  Stct'etary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commismofur  of  Pensions^ 

Ftbru<iry  ^S,  1901. 

Henry  N.  Rothery,  late  of  Compan}'  D,  Fifth  United  States  Artil- 
lery, who  is  a  pensioner  at  $30  per  month,  on  account  of  injury  of  left 
temple  and  disease  of  liver  and  stomach,  has  entered  an  appeal,  Febru- 
ary 7,  1901,  from  3'our  refusal  to  refund  or  pay  to  him  the  sum  of 
J?270,  the  same  beinjr  one-half  of  his  pension  for  the  eighteen  months 
ending  October  8,  1900,  and  which  had  been  deducted  and  paid  to  his 
wife  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  but  which 
deduction  and  payment  have  been  held  b}'  departmental  decision  of 
September  5, 1900,  to  be  erroneous. 

The  decision  referred  to  contains  quite  a  full  statement  of  the  evi- 
dence bearing  on  the  issue  involved,  and  two  points  were  therein  fully 
discussed  and  determined.  The  first  of  these  was  the  scope  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899,  which  was  held  to  have  only  a  prospective  opera- 
tion, that  it  is  not  retroactive,  either  as  to  the  period  during  which  the 
desertion  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner  shall  be  shown  or  the  date  from 
which  the  division  of  his  |)ension  shall  commence.  So  that  when,  as 
in  this  case,  a  claim  was  filed  less  than  six  months  after  the  passage  of 
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the  act,  the  asame  was  premature  and  no  right  then  existed  to  a  di^-ision 
of  the  pension. 

The  other  point  decided  was  that  the  evidence  on  file  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  there  had  been  actual  desertion  of  his  wife  on  the 
part  of  the  pensioner,  and  the  case  was  not  brought  within  the  purview 
of  the  act  in  relation  to  its  merits  any  more  than  upon  the  legal  aspect 
before  mentioned.  It  was  directed,  therefore,  that  the  pension  of  which 
the  pensioner  had  been  deprived  should  be  restored  to  him. 

When,  however,  he  made  application  for  the  amount  which  had  been 
withheld  and  paid  to  his  wife,  the  pensioner  was  informed  that  while 
the  payments  to  the  wife  as  a  participant  in  the  pension  had  Ixjen 
stopped,  and  he  had  been  restored  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  said  pen- 
sion, yet  the  amount  already  paid  to  the  wife  could  not  be  paid  a^in 
to  him.  This  information  was  conveyed  in  the  following  language,  as 
shown  by  a  copy  of  a  letter  on  file  in  the  case: 

There  does  not  appear  to  l)e  any  authority  of  law  for  paying  to  you  $270  or  other- 
wise complying  with  your  request  for  payment  to  you  of  the  amount  (ie<iucteti  from 
your  pension  and  paid  to  your  legal  wife  under  authority  vested  in  the  Commissionir 
of  Pensions  by  the  ac*t  of  March  3,  1899.     Your  demand  is  therefore  denied. 

No  further  explanation  of  the  refusal  to  pa}'  this  money  appears. 
No  reference  is  made  to  anv  law^  which  was  considered  prohibitory  of 
such  payment,  and  no  reason  is  given  for  the  compliance  with  one  part 
of  departmenbil  decision  and  the  failure  to  comply  with  another,  or 
the  direction  given  therein  further  than  is  contained  in  the  statement 
that  there  is  *Mio  authority  of  law''  for  making  the  payment.  It  is 
not  supposed  there  was  any  disposition  to  ignore  or  defy  that  direc- 
tion, and  3'et  it  is  not  clear  upon  what  ba^is  it  is  held  there  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  it.  It  can  be  only  presumed,  therefore,  that  the 
division  of  the  pension  in  the  first  instjince  is  regarded  as  having  been 
made  under  a  construction  of  the  act  of  March  3, 181M),  which  obtained 
at  the  time  of  such  division,  and  this  pension  having  l>een  once  ptiid 
could  not  be  paid  again,  altliough  the  construction  of  the  law  may  have 
b(^en  changed. 

In  other  words,  it  is  pro})ably  meant  that  whatever  has  been  done 
upon  a  mere  judgment  or  construction  of  the  law  can  not  be  undone 
when  such  construction  is  different.  This  position  has  some  support 
in  the  well-established  rule  of  practice  founded  uix)n  the  learned  opinion 
of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  of  December  8,  1889  (6  P.  D.,  297), 
upon  the  law  and  practice  of  reimbursement,  and  if  the  matter  rested 
alone  upon  a  construction  of  the  law  which  was  afterwards  declared 
erroneous,  but  which  contained  no  element  of  mistake  of  fact  or  serious 
injustice  to  the  pensioner,  the  position  might  be  tenable. 

But  there  is  nuich  more  involved  in  this  case  than  a  simple  erroneous 
construction  of  the  act.  The  pensioner  has  been  deprived  of  one-half 
of  his  pension  not  only  upon  a  mistaken  judgment  of  what  the  law 
authorizes,  but  u^wn  a  mistake  of  fact  as  well,  for  there  is  no  such  con- 
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dition  OvstablLshed  by  the  evidence  as  would  bring  the  case  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  act,  even  if  the  construction  first  given  were 
allowed  to  prevail.  As  declared  in  the  fomier  decision,  it  is  not  shown 
that  pensioner  had  actually  deserted  his  wife.  On  the  contrary,  his 
failure  to  live  with  her  for  ten  years  or  more  has  been  plainly  because 
of  her  refusal  to  permit  it.  So  that  the  action  in  the  premises  by 
which  the  pension  was  divided  and  one-half  given  to  the  wife  was 
without  authority  of  law  or  fact. 

On  the  point  of  the  authority  to  pay  money  again  which  had  been 
aln*ady  paid  under  color  of  law  it  ma}'  be  stated  that  much  depends 
u^K)n  the  facts  in  each  case,  and  when,  as  in  the  present  itistance,  a  pal- 
pable mistake  has  been  made  in  diverting  the  pension  money  to  the  use 
of  another  than  the  pensioner  he  can  not  be  held  liable  for  the  mistake 
or  deprived  of  what  is  his  just  due  under  his  certificate.  The  pension 
laws  are  very  jealous  of  the  rights  of  pensionei's  and  seek  in  ever}'^ 
way  to  secure  to  them  the  pensions  granted  and  safeguard  the  same 
fi'om  being  taken  away  upon  any  pretext  other  than  b}'  direct  author- 
ity of  law.  This  is  shown  b}'  such  provisions  as  sections  4734,  4747, 
and  4766,  Revised  Statutes. 

So,  also,  it  will  be  found  by  reference  to  the  opinion  of  the  Assist- 
ant Attorney-General,  before  noted,  that  various  cases  are  cited 
wherein  the  right  to  take  away  the  pension  or  part  of  the  pension  of 
a  pensioner  is  denied,  even  though  the  Government  has  sustained  a 
loss  by  some  wrongful  or  mistaken  act  of  its  agents.  In  this  case  it 
was  by  no  fault  of  the  pensioner  that  he  was  deprived  of  one-half  his 
pension  for  eighteen  months,  and  since  that  action  can  not  be  sustained 
by  a  proper  construction  of  the  law  or  the  facts  in  the  case  there  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  keeping  him  out  of  the  pension  money  thus  with- 
held and  paid  to  the  wife.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  the  pensioner 
may  not  be  legally  denied  this  sum  of  ^270,  and  the  refusal  to  pay  it 
to  him  was  erroneous.  It  is  again  directed,  therefore,  that  the  same 
l)c  restored  to  him. 


.inilSDICTION— DECr.ARATION— FIUNG  AtTTEll  I>EATII. 

Asa  H.  Dilley. 

Soldier  execute<l  his  declaration  and  mailed  it  to  the  Colnlni^^^ii()ner  of  PenHioiif*,  but 
died  eix  days  prior  to  the  date  of  itn  receipt  at  the  Peiii-ion  Bureau. 

HiU\,  a  penpion  claim  is  not  pending  until  the  date  of  the  tiling  of  the  declaration, 
for  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  attains  no  jurisdiction  until  the  declaration  is 
tiled.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  a  dciid 
person,  and  the  filing  of  said  declaration  was  of  no  force  or  effect. 

Ai^istant  St'Cretary  F*  Z.  Cmnphtll  to  the  Connnlfislontr  of  Pcfusiintii^ 

Fthrunnj  27,  1901. 

A  declaration  signed  and  executed  hy  Asa  II.  Dilley,  fonnerly  a  ser- 
geant in  Company  D,  Twenty-sixth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  liled 
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with  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  on  May  5,  1879.  The  claim  was 
rejected  on  January  25,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  claim 
pending  at  soldier's  death.  An  appeal  was  filed  on  October  26,  l^i*>, 
which,  w^hile  somewhat  ambiguous,  is  evidently  intended  to  raise  an 
issue  of  law  as  to  the  right  of  the  widow  to  complete  the  claim. 

The  declaration  in  question  was  executed  on  April  10,  1879,  in 
Nevada  County,  Cal.,  soldier  died  nineteen  days  thereafter,  and  the 
document  was,  as  stated,  filed  on  May  5, 1879,  six  days  after  the  death 
of  soldier.  Such  facts  are  the  only  ones  necessary  to  be  set  forth  in 
order  to  understand  the  issue  raised  b}'  the  appeal,  which  is:  Has  the 
declaration  any  force  as  a  claim  filed  b}^  the  soldier,  and  what  are  the 
widow's  rights  thereunder? 

No  claim  of  an}'  nature  has  any  legal  force  against  the  Government 
until  certain  procedure  has  })een  taken.  There  may  be,  long  before 
such  procedure  is  taken,  the  elements  of  a  claim,  but  they  are  of  no 
practical  effect,  and  can  avail  nothing  to  a  claimant,  or  complainant, 
until  they  are  not  only  formulated  but  presented  to  the  Government; 
and  Congress  has  designated  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  as  the  party 
with  whom  a  declaration  for  pension  must  be  filed.  The  formulating  of 
the  claim,  the  execution  of  the  necessar\'  papers,  and  the  forwardinjr 
of  the  same  to  the  proper  person  are  all  necessary' steps  to  be  taken  in 
order  to  perfect  the  claim;  Imt  the  papers  do  not,  strictly,  constitute  a 
claim  until  they  are  deposited  with  the  proper  part\\  That  is.  the 
claim  has  no  legal  effect  until  it  is  filed. 

Such  a  truth  is  as  old  as  the  courts  themselves,  and  is,  virtually, 
axiomatic;  for,  as  the  court  is  the  body  which  must  decide  the  issue, 
how  can  it  be  cognizant  of  the  claim  until  it  is  brought  to  the  court's 
attention  'i  The  declaration  is  not  the  claim,  in  the  sense  in  w- hich  the 
word  claim  is  being  discussed;  it  is  but  evidence  of  the  intention  to 
assert  a  claim,  and  it  represents  but  such  an  intention  until  the  demand 
is  made;  and  in  a  pension  claim,  as  in  practicalh^  all  other  claims,  the 
demand  is  made  and  the  right  asserted  })y  the  act  of  filing  the  declam- 
tion.  No  claim  has  any  standing  in  any  court  until  a  legal  assertion  of 
the  right  is  made  out  in  proper  form,  and  a  demand  made;  in  fact,  no 
legal  assertion  of  a  right  is  actually  made  until  the  demand  is  made, 
for  the  demand  is  in  reality  the  assertion  of  the  right;  and,  as  just 
stated,  the  demand  is  made  by  the  act  of  filing  the  declaration. 

It  can  not  be  successfully  contended  that  the  demand  was  made,  the 
right  asserted,  in  this  case,  when  the  papers  were  deposited  in  the  post- 
office,  which  date  was  doubtless  prior  to  soldier's  death.  C^ntmctual 
rights  often  spring  into  existence  upon  the  mailing  of  certain  papers, 
but  this  is  because  of  the  fact  that  a  party  to  the  contract  binds 
the  contract  in  the  papers  which  he  mails.  In  other  words,  that  the 
act  of  such  party  was  the  only  further  necessary  step  to  make  the 
contract  binding;  that  he  took  such  a  step  in  the  papers  which  he 
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mailed,  and  by  such  mailing  delivered  the  contmct.  There  is  no  such 
element,  however,  in  a  pension  claim,  and  the  Government  is  not  legally 
aware,  in  a  pension  claim,  that  a  party  claims  anything  from  the  Gov- 
ernment until  the  proper  paper  or  papers  are  liled  with  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions. 

It  is  evident,  without  discussion,  that  no  right  can  be  asserted 
against  the  Government  by  a  dead  person;  for,  as  is  evident  in  the  case 
at  bar,  the  dead  person  is  physically  incompetent  to  tile  a  claim.  He 
has  no  being;  he  has  ceased  to  exist.  A  declaration  ma}"  be  filed  by 
the  proper  party,  asserting  a  right  to  something,  which  right  passes 
by  or  through  a  deceased  individual,  and  to  which  the  living  person  is 
entitled  in  lieu  of  such  deceased  person;  or,  if  a  declaration  has  been 
tiled  b}"  a  person  during  his  lifetime,  and  the  claim  thereunder  is  pend- 
ing at  the  death  of  such  person,  then  the  legal  part}"  in  interest  may 
generally,  by  proper  substitution,  complete  such  claim.  But  if  the 
declaration  has  never  been  filed,  if  the  action  has  never  been  com- 
menced, it  can  not  be  completed  by  the  part}"  in  interest,  for  there  is 
nothing  to  complete;  and  the  action  can  not  be  commenced  in  the 
name  of  the  dead  person,  after  his  decease,  for  such  dead  person  has 
no  existing  right.  It  is  only  the  right  which  has  been  asserted,  and 
which  exists  after  death,  that  can  be  prosecuted,  which  said  right  may 
\yQ  then  prosecuted  upon  the  showing  that  the  right  was  a  continuous 
one  and  which  passed  to  some  other  party  upon  the  death  of  the  origi- 
nal claimant,  after  the  filing  of  the  claim. 

The  court,  or  officer  of  the  Government,  who  has  such  matters  in 
charge,  must  have  jurisdiction  over  the  claimant  when  the  demand  is 
tiled;  otherwise  it  or  he  has  no  power  to  entertain  the  demand.  In  the 
case  of  a  declaration  for  pension  filed  after  the  claimant  is  dead,  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  such 
deceased  person,  and  he  consequently  could  not  entertain  the  claim. 

There  is,  moreover,  a  reason  more  cogent,  perhaps,  than  those  here- 
tofore set  out,  which  would  eflfectually  settle  the  question  as  to  the 
right  of  a  widow  to  complete  a  claim  executed  by  a  soldier,  but  filed 
after  his  death.  It  is  a  well-settled  principle  of  common  law  that  all 
personal  rights  cease  with  the  death  of  the  party  to  whom  such  rights 
attach,  and  that  they  can  not  be  revived.  Statutory  enactment  grant- 
ing the  right  to  revive  is  an  absolute  necessity.  In  the  absence  of  a 
.^Uitutc  the  widow  could  have  no  right  whatever  to  (K)mplete  a  claim 
pending  at  the  soldier's  death,  for  a  soldier's  claim  for  a  pension  is 
purely  a  personal  right.  The  statute,  however,  grants  the  widow  the 
right  to  complete  a  "pending'"*  claim  (such  right  being  embraced  in 
section  4718,  R.  S.),  but  none  other  than  a  'Spending"  one.  It  has 
ah'eady  been  demonstrated  that  there  was  no  claim  pending  at  the  date 
of  soldier's  death,  and  the  soldier's  claim,  or  personal  right,  which  is 
the  same  thing  in  this  case,  died  with  him. 
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It  being  necessary  that  such  a  declaration  as  the  one  at  bar  should 
be  tiled  during  the  lifetune  of  a  soldier,  and  it  being  admitted  that  the 
soldier  died  before  his  declaration  was  filed,  it  is  evident,  without  fur- 
ther discussion,  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  had  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter,  and  that  the  claim  died  with  the  soldier.  A  pension 
claim  is  not  pending  until  the  declaration  thereunder  has  been  tiled. 
See  opinion  in  case  of  widow  of  Talbot  Dale  (8  P.  D.,  O.  S.  152,  Sec- 
retary Kirkwood). 

Action  aflSrmed. 


deserted  wiee,  act  m^uxch  3,  1899. 
Mary  C.  Slagle  (widow). 

It  appearing  from  soldier* a  own  testimony  that  he  deserted  his  wife  and  that  she  wa> 
a  woman  of  good  moral  character;  and  it  further  appearing  that  said  wife  is  iu 
necessitous  circumstances,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  in  paying  to 
said  wife  one-half  of  the  pension  he  was  drawing  was  proper  and  is  affiniie<i. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  CoitunUsianer  of  Pvu^t4Pft.'<^ 

February  '^S,  1901, 

Henry  Slagle,  fomierly  of  Company  E,  Thirty-sixth  Iowa  Infantry, 
is  pensioned  under  the  general  law  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month.  This 
rate  he  has  received  since  July  17,  1893. 

On  December  18,  1899,  his  wife,  Mary  C.  Slagle,  filed  a  declaration 
under  the  provisions  of  the  acfrof  March  8,  1899,  alleging  that  her 
said  husband,  on  the  27th  day  of  February,  1899,  while  residing  at 
Bloomfield,  Davis  County,  State  of  Iowa,  deserted  her  and  had  since 
remained  away  ;from  her  without  any  cause;  that  said  husband  is  a 
resident  of  Ottumwa,  Wapello  County,  Iowa;  that  she  is  a  woman  of 
good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances.  Her  claim 
was  allowed  on  January  8,1901,  which  would,  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act,  require  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  ciiuse  one-half  of 
the  pension — 

due  or  to  becrome  due  said  pensioner  during  the  (iontinuance  of  such  desertion,  to  I'le 
paid  to  the  wife. 

Being  dissatisfied  with  said  action,  the  pensioner  appealed  on  Jan- 
uary 28,  1901,  resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  same  was  contrary- 
to  law  and  the  facts  established  by  the  evidence.  The  error  of  law 
assigned  is  embodied  in  the  contention  that  the  alleged  desertion,  if 
any,  was  committed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
which  can  not  be  legally  made  to  have  a  retroactive  effect  or  operation. 

The  relevant  provision  of  said  act  as  it  relates  to  the  legal  conten- 
tion above  mentioned  is  as  follows: 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  Unite<l  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over 
Fix  months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and 
in  nece&*sitous  circumstances,  etc. 
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This  contention,  it  will  be  seen,  rests  upon  the  legal  proposition 
that  a  desertion  alleged  to  have  been  consummated  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  can  not  be  made  the  basis  of  such  a  claim,  no  matter 
how  long  the  desertion  may  continue  to  exist  subsequent  to  the  pas- 
sage thereof.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  claimant  waited  until  more 
than  six  months  had  elapsed  after  the  passage  of  the  act  before  filing 
the  claim  now  under  consideration.  Said  act  does  not  provide  for 
l)ayment  of  half  of  the  pension  to  the  wife  from  the  date  of  desertion, 
))ut  the  provision  is  that — 

Tlie  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  directed,  upon  being  satisfied  by  compe- 
tent evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one-half  of  the  pension  due  or  to  become 
lUie  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of  such  desertion  to  be  paid  to  the 
ivife,  etc. 

The  first  duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  to  ascertain 
whether  the  declaration  was  filed  more  than  six  months  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and  then  it  becomes  pertinent 
and  material  to  inquire  whether  the  husbanU  has  been  in  a  continuous 
state  of  desertion  for  more  than  six  months  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  up  to  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  wife's  claim.  It  is  quite  imma- 
terial whether  the  first  act  of  desertion  was  committed  prior  to  or 
sul)sequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  If  the  soldier  deserted  his  wife 
in  February,  1899,  and  has  since  been  in  a  continuous  state  of  deser- 
tion up  to  the  date  of  filing  the  claim,  then  each  intervening  day's 
absence  and  failure  to  provide  for  her  has  been,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, a  separate  and  specific  act  of  desertion.  Desertion  is  something 
which  is  continuous  in  its  nature,  and  maj"  be  dated  from  any  point  of 
time  embraced  in  the  whole  period  of  its  duration.  The  claimant  in 
this  case,  therefore,  might  with  perfect  legal  propriety  have  alleged 
that  her  husband  deserted  her  on  March  4,  1899,  or  at  any  other  time 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  in  question.  The  legal  conten- 
tion, therefore,  that  the  act  has  been  so  construed  as  to  give  it  a 
retrospective  operation  is  untenable. 

The  next  contention  set  forth  in  the  appeal  is  as  follows: 

It  is  further  shown  by  the  evidence  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  no  desertion  can  be 
charged  in  this  case,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  the  claimant  is  a  woman  of  ungov- 
ernable baci  temper,  continually  abusing  the  soldier,  ninning  him  in  debt  to  supply 
her  grown-up  children  by  a  former  marriage,  so  he  was  obliged  to  sell  his  fann  to 
settle  up  his  indebtedness  caused  by  her  extravagance,  and  when  the  deed  was  to  l^e 
j'ijmed  refused  to  do  so  unless  he  paid  her  $1,000,  claiming  that  as  her  dower  share, 
which  amount  he  paid  her,  and  als^o  gave  her  all  the  furniture,  which  settlement 
►atislie<l  her,  and  she  asked  him  to  go  to  Centerville,  Iowa,  and  buy  a  house  or  build 
one  on  the  lots  she  owned  there,  which  he  refused  to  do,  and  claimant  then  left  him 
for  Centerville,  Iowa,  while  soldier  went  to  Wapello  County,  Iowa  (Ottumwa),  to 
live  with  his  daughter.    That  surely  can  not  be  called  desertion  on  his  part. 

He  complied  with  the  verbal  agreement  made  by  both  to  give  her  $1,000,  and  of 
the  money  received  by  the  sale  of  the  farm,  all  the  household  furniture,  as  well  as  a 
oow,  and  I  claim  that  his  was  an  abandonment  of  her  husband  on  her  part  and 
relinquishment  to  any  fu.ther  demands  for  support. 
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The  evidence  of  the  two  parties  interested  as  taken  on  special  exam- 
ination does  not  warrant  the  statements  above  recited.  In  the  tirst 
place,  the  soldier  admits  that  he  deserted  his  wife  at  the  time  and  place 
alleged  by  her,  nor  is  it  contended  that  the  gift  of  $1,000  to  her  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  a  separation  by  mutual  consent,  but  ho 
admits  that  she  contemplated  buying  a  home  in  her  own  name  for 
their  mutual  benefit.  From  the  view  point  of  the  soldier  the  materiiil 
facts  in  the  case  are  thus  stated  in  his  testimony  before  the  special 
examiner:    . 

Q.  You  may  give  in  detail  the  circumstances  under  which  your  separation  tix)k 
place. — A.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  I  have  much  to  say  al)out  that;  I  couldn't  ^rtand 
her  ill  treatment,  the  first  thing,  and  extravagance;  and  she  left  me  alone  a  go*>\ 
deal.  Once  she  was  gone  three  weeks  to  Fort  Scott,  Kans.  I  can't  give  you  tht* 
date  of  that.  I  can't  give  anything  like  the  exact  date.  She  went  there  to  vinit  Iut 
son.  After  that  her  son  got  in  trouble  and  all  c&iae  on  to  us  to  live.  I  can't  givr 
you  the  length  of  time  they  were  at  my  house.  Pary  G.  Truax  came  first.  I  (-an 
not  give  you  the  date.  He  and  his  wife  came  about  May,  1896,  and  he  remains' 
about  two  years.  I  was  then  li\'ing  on  the  farm.  Oh,  yes;  he  worked  a  little.  1  Ki 
him  have  a  team  and  he  huckstered  through  the  comitry  most  of  the  time — gatht* ri'»l 
up  eggs  and  chickens.  No;  I  did  not  make  any  particular  objection  while  he  wa? 
there.  I  thought  it  might  be  a  good  thing  to  help  the  boys  a  little.  Sometimei*  lie 
would  bring  home  something — sugar,  coffee,  and  things  used  about  the  house — Init 
not  near  enough  to  pay  for  his  board  and  the  use  of  the  team. 

Q.  Could  you  not  have  relieved  yourself  of  the  presence  of  those  iiersons  by  notify- 
ing them  to  leave  your  premises? — A.  I  might  have  <ione  so;  but  I  did  not  think 
that  would  have  been  a  very  charitable  thing  to  do,  as  my  wife  was  their  mother. 

Q.  Did  you  provide  a  home  for  any  of  your  own  children? — A.  Not  until  afier 
that.  At  the  time  of  my  marriage  to  claimant  I  had  one  daughter  who  live<i  >\  ith 
us  a  couple  of  years. 

Q.  Give  the  circumstances  of  your  separation.  Did  you  leave  claimant? — A.  Ye^; 
I  suppose  I  left  her.  She  was  at  home  when  I  left.  I  will  give  you  a  little  history. 
Things  went  on.  I  was  getting  behind  and  I  had  to  sell  the  farm — in  March,  18i*9. 
I  received  $2,700  for  it.  An  attorney  was  there  to  sign  the  deed.  When  the  deetl 
was  handed  to  my  wife  to  sign  she  said  she  would  not  sign  it  unless  I  gave  her  |1,0X) 
to  buy  a  house  in  her  own  name.  After  studying  a  while  I  consented  to  that.  The 
attorney  was  Mr.  Payne,  of  Bloomfield,  Iowa.  Yes,  sir;  Mrs.  Slagle  said  she  woul<l 
not  sign  the  deed  until  I  gave  her  the  $1,000.  No;  she  did  not  demand  any  writing 
or  guaranty.  After  I  had  made  the  promise  to  give  her  the  $1,000  I  suppose  she 
just  took  my  word  for  it.  She  had  borrowed  i?200  from  her  brother-in-law,  John 
Ricksher,  of  Fairfield,  Iowa,  to  carry  on  a  suit  against  the  railroad  company  for  a  son 
she  had  killed,  and  I  had  signed  the  note  with  her,  and  I  told  her  I  would  give  lier 
the  $1,000  if  she  would  pay  that  note  out  of  it,  and  1  understand  she  has  paid  it. 
Yes,  sir;  she  said  she  wante<l  the  §1,000  to  buy  a  house  in  her  name.  I  couldn't  tell 
you  whether  it  was  her  idea  that  the  house  should  be  a  home  for  both  of  us  or  not. 
I  think  likely  it  was. 

Q.  At  the  time  you  paid  her  this  S1,(XX),  was  anything  said  about  a  separation?— A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  "Was  the  matter  of  a  separation  brought  up  or  discussed  at  any  time  before  ytm 
left  your  wife  for  good? — A.  Not  in  i>articular;  but  I  told  heranum]>er  of  times  that 
I  would  leave  her  if  she  did  not  treat  me  with  more  respect. 

Q.  Do  you  make  any  charges  against  the  character  or  good  name  of  Mrs.  Mary  P. 
Slagle? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  never  doubted  her  virtue  or  anything  of  that  kind. 
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Q.  Did  she,  as  your  wife,  make  purchases  of  any  articles  not  necessary  for  the  com- 
fort or  convenience  of  your  home? — A.  I  thought  she  did,  but  I  can  not  state  what 
it  was.  I  kept  no  account.  I  can't  tell  you  the  amount.  She  purchased  a  sack  of 
flour  at  William  I^ochren^s,  in  Drakeville,  and  sent  it  to  her  daughter-in-law,  Emma 
Tniax.  I  can  not  name  any  other  specific  instance,  but  our  bills  ran  up  fast.  We 
traded  at  Buntine'r*,  at  Drakeville,  Iowa,  and  I  refer  you  to  his  books  to  sustain  my 
statements. 

Q.   Did  you  give  your  wife  permission  to  use  your  credit  at  the  stores? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  withdraw  that  peniiission? — A.  No;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  attempt  to  regulate  the  expenses  of  your  home? — A.  No;  I 
l>i4ieve  I  just  let  my  wife  go  and  get  what  she  wanted — that  was  my  rule — and  I 
paid  the  bills.  No,  sir;  I  can  not  tell  what  the  total  of  my  household  expenses  were 
for  any  one  year. 

il.  Did  Mrs.  Slagle  ever  offer  you  any  personal  injury? — A.  The  only  violence  she 
ever  use<l  was  shortly  before  we  parted.  She  jumped  me  for  a  fight  one  night  and 
struck  rae  in  the  eye  and  made  sparks  fly.  She  accused  me  of  something  I  was  not 
guilty  of,  and  I  told  her  she  was  not  telling  the  tnith .  No  one  was  presen  t.  A  girl  work- 
ing for  us,  named  Love  Beedle,  was  in  the  kitchen.  Just  before  I  left  Mrs.  Slagle  she 
had  gone  to  Center\'ille;  don't  know  whether  she  took  her  money  or  not,  but  while 
she  was  gone  I  took  my  money  and  came  over  here  to  Ottumwa,  and  gave  it  to  my 
children.  I  gave  my  money  to  my  children,  and  they  lK)ught  a  place  which  I  now 
live  in. 

Q.  Did  you  dis<^'uss  with  Mrs.  Slagle  the  matter  of  purchasing  a  home  in  C.'enter- 
ville,  Iowa? — A.  I  don't  know  just  what  was  said  about  that.  I  never  made  much 
inquiry  about  that;  I  supposed  she  intended  to  look  alx)ut  some.  No,  sir;  I  never 
told  her  anything  about  my  intention  to  move  to  Ottumwa,  Iowa. 

li.  Had  Mrs.  Slagle  ever  refused  to  go  to  any  home  you  might  provide  for  her? — 
A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Have  you  at  any  time  offere<l  her  a  home  with  you  here  in  Ottumwa,  Iowa? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What,  if  any,  proi)erty  or  money  had  your  wife  when  you  married  her? — A. 
She  had  $1,000  on  interest  and  some  more  money  owing  to  her  from  a  son. 

Q.  What  was  done  w^ith  this  money? — A.  I  couldn't  tell  you;  went  mostly  to  her 
children,  I  think.  She  bought  some  things  for  herself  out  of  that  money,  but  not 
much.     I  think  her  children  got  away  with  most  of  it. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  applied  for  or  obtained  a  divorce  from  Mrs.  Mary  C.  Slagle? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  still  consider  her  your  legal  wife? — A.  I  don't  believe  I  do.  In  my  own 
mind  she  is  not  my  legal  wife,  but  I  have  nothing  to  show  that  she  is  not. 

Q.  Upon  what  grounds  do  you  say  that,  in  your  mind,  she  is  not  your  legal  wife? — 
A.  I  don't  think  she  used  me  as  a  wife  should  a  husband.  The  language  she  used, 
and  accused  me  of  things  I  was  not  guilty  of. 

Q-  Do  you  stand  ready  at  this  time  to  provide  a  home  and  support  for  Mrs.  Slagle? — 
A.  No,  sir.  One  thing  I  want  to  state.  I  did  not  leave  her  destitute.  I  gave  her  all 
the  furniture;  but  most  of  the  good  furniture  was  her  own;  and  I  gave  her  a  cow. 
No,  sir;  this  cow  was  not  affiicte<l  with  disease. 

Bv  Claimant: 

Q.  Did  I  ever  go  away  from  home,  Pa,  without  your  consent  and  on  a  visit?— A. 
Xo;  I  don't  think  you  did. 

Q.  The  time  I  went  to  Fort  Scott,  Kans.,  his  daughter,  Ella  Slagle,  and  his  grand- 
daughter were  home  to  take  care  of  him. 

Bv  S.  K.  Adler,  Attorney  for  Slagle: 

il.  Mr.  Slagle,  you  suffer  with  severe  attacks  of  rheumatism  and  heart  disease,  do 
you  not? — A.  Yes, 
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Q.  Does  any  abuse  or  excitement  bring  on  attacks? — A.  Oh,  I  don't  know  but  what 
it  does. 

Q.  Is  it  for  that  reason  j'ou  left  your  wife? — A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  part  of  the  n»as<»n: 
the  others  I  have  already  related: 

Q.  Now  state  fully  how  your  wife  treated  you  for  the  year  before  you  left  her — use 
the  language  she  used;  and  if  it  was  abuse,  give  that. — A.  I  don't  know  that  I  can 
give  the  language  she  used.  After  her  children  came  there  she  was  crosser  to  me 
than  she  had  ever  been  before,  and  would  abuse  me  for  anything  1  did  that  didn't 
just  suit  her. 

Q.  Did  she  ever  call  you  names? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  she  ever  swear  at  you? — A.  No;  I  never  heard  her  swear  an  oath  that  I 
know  of. 

Q.  What  other  grandchildren  were  you  compelled  to  support  other  than  thoee 
already  stated? — A,  The  wnfe  and  two  children  of  her  son,  Frank  Truax,  were  at  niy 
house  three  or  four  months  in  1896,  I  guess. 

By  the  Examiner: 

Q.  Did  you  object  [to]  their  being  there? — A.  No;  I  said  nothing  against  it.  I 
didn't  like  so  many  people  around,  but  I  treated  them  ^nth  respect,  like  I  do  every- 
one else. 

Q.  If  you  had  objected  and  made  demand  on  Truax  to  have  removed  his  wife  and 
children  would  he  have  done  so? — A.  I  couldn't  say,  because  he  had  no  place  to  go 
and  no  money. 

Bv  S.  E.  Adler: 

Q.  Have  you  any  reason  for  not  applying  for  a  divorce? — A.  My  wife  says  I  nee<i 
never  ask  for  a  divorce,  for  she  wouldn't  give  me  one.  I  have  heard  the  above  and 
it  is  correct 

Q.  Did  you  tell  your  wife  to  go  to  Centerville  and  look  up  a  house,  and  that  you 
would  buy  it? — A.  No,  sir;  I  told  her  she  might  go  up  to  Center^411e  and  see  Avhat 
she  could  do,  but  I  had  made  up  my  mind  not  to  go  to  Centerville,  Iowa. 

Q.  Did  you  buy  a  house  in  Ottumwa,  Iowa,  at  any  time? — A.  No,  sir;  I  gave  the 
money  to  my  children  and  they  bought  the  house.  I  gave  my  children  $1,000,  and 
it  took  the  greater  part  of  my  balance  to  buy  furniture. 

By  the  Examiner: 

Q.  In  your  sworn  statement,  B.  J.  20,  you  claim  that  you  did  not  desert  your  wife. 
What  do  you  have  to  say  as  to  that? — A.  I  did  not  know  that  was  there.  It  is  my 
view  that  I  left  my  wife. 

Q.  Did  Mrs.  Slagle  present  you  a  watch? — A.  Yes;  the  watch  cost  $36  in  New 
York.     She  gave  me  that  some  little  time  after  our  marri£4re. 

There  is  no  witness  in  the  case  who  testifies  that  claimant  ever  at 
any  time  offered  to  do  personal  violence  to  the  soldier,  and  she  posi- 
tively denies  that  she  ever  struck  him.  Besides,  the  testimony  all 
tends  to  show  that  claimant  was  a  neat  and  tidy  housekeeper,  and 
always  provided  a  good  table,  and  took  proper  care  of  her  huslmnd's 
clothing.  It  is  also  admitted,  and  b}'  nobody  controverted,  that  she  is 
a  woman  of  good  moral  character,  and  is  in  "necessitous  circum- 
stances." The  mone}"  which  her  husband  g^ave  her  has  been  expended 
in  the  paj^ment  of  debt**,  and  in  defraying  the  expenses  of  a  fruitless 
lawsuit  against  a  railroad  company  for  causing  the  death  of  one  of  her 
sons.     The  claimant  also  states,  and  it  is  not  denied,  that  she  had 
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$1,400  out  at  interest  when  she  married  the  soldier,  the  principal  and 
interest  of  which  were  used  in  common  for  household  necessities. 

She  also  contends  that  the  $1,000  which  her  husband  gave  her  was 
bestowed  voluntarily  and  without  anj'  demand  on  her  part,  and  that 
she  kept  none  of  his  household  goods  when  he  left  her;  that  the  furni- 
ture was  her  own.  It  is  also  abundantly  shown  that  she  earnestly 
protested  against  the  separation,  and  has  never  since  consented  to  it 
either  bv  word  or  deed. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  in  conflict  with 
the  '*  general  pension  laws,"  which  provide  that  pension  money  shall 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  pensioner  only,  and  is  unconstitutional  in 
that  it  deprives  one  of  his  property  without  trial  by  jury. 

This  contention  presents  the  issue  that  a  pension  granted  in  con- 
formitj'  to  existing  legal  provisions  is  a  vested  right  which  can  not  be 
divested  by  subsequent  legislation.  In  this  connection  it  is  proper  to 
note  the  fact  that  the  soldier's  military  service  began  in  the  month  of 
August,  1862,  and  tenninated  in  the  month  of  August,  1864.  The  act 
under  which  he  is  now  in  receipt  of  $17  per  month  was  passed  on 
March  3, 1873,  and  is  now  section  4699,  Revised  Statutes.  The  Bureau 
of  Pensions  has  also  recently  determined  that  he  will  be  allowed  a  mte 
of  $24  per  month  from  November  2, 1898,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  March  3,  1883. 

It  can  not,  therefore,  be  contended  that  the  laws  under  which  he  is 
now  pensioned  were  in  existence  at  the  time  of  his  enlistment  and  con- 
sequently entered  into  his  contract  obligation  with  the  Government. 
It  is  through  the  beneficence  of  Congress  that  the  soldier  receives  his 
present  rating,  independent  of  any  contract  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  Government.  The  right  of  the  law-making  power  to  modify 
existing  pension  laws  of  that  character  by  subsequent  legislation  has 
never  been  questioned  bj^  the  Department.  In  the  case  of  Jackson 
Martin  (7  P.  D.,  26o)  it  is  held  that:  '*  No  pensioner  has  a  vested  right 
to  his  pension."  This  principle  is  reaffirmed  in  the  case  of  Edwin  Earl 
(10  P.  D.,  176).  The  objection  to  the  statute  in  question  based  upon 
the  contention  that  it  deprives  one  of  his  property  without  trial  by 
jury  is  untenable,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  such  constitutional 
provision.  Under  the  Constitution  no  one  can  ^'be  depriv^ed  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law."  In  this  case  the 
*'  due  process  of  law  "  prescribed  by  statute  has  been  fully  complied 
with.  To  deprive  one  of  life  or  libert}^  on  account  of  a  criminal 
offense  involves  a  trial  b}"  jury  as  a  constitutional  right,  but  in  civil 
procedure  property  rights  are  often  detennined  without  such  inter- 
vention. The  contention,  therefore,  that  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is 
unconstitutional  is  untenable,  as  there  is  no  question  of  such  a  nature 
involved. 

Action  affirmed. 
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makriagk  axd  i>ivorce— impediment. 
Minerva  Brown  (widow). 

It  being  shown  that  at  the  tune  of  this  claimant's  formal  marriage  in  1876  to  the  sol- 
dier herein  she  had  a  fonner  husband  living  and  undivorced,  such  niarriajye  was 
invalid  and  void;  but  as  she  and  soldier  then  married  in  entire  good  faith, 
beUeving  in  her  legal  competency  to  marry,  and  cohabited  thereafter  continu- 
ously for  twenty-one  years,  eleven  of  which  were  subsequent  to  the  death  of  h«»r 
former  huslmnd,  each  continuing  until  the  soldier's  death  in  the  Mief  of  their 
legal  union,  holding  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  l)ei!ig  generally 
accepted  as  such,  it  is  held  that  there  was,  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Missis- 
sippi, where  she  and  soldier  resided  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  lawful  and  valid 
maiTiage  l^etween  them  subsequent  to  the  death  of  said  fonner  husband,  and 
that  she  is,  therefore,  the  soldier's  lawful  widow. 

Assistant  Secrefftry  F.  L,  CampheJl  to  th<i  Comm!ssion<rr  of  PttwionA^ 

Fehrmry  '28^  1901, 

This  appellant,  Minerva  Brown,  on  November  8,  1897,  filed  a  claim. 
No.  6()5209,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of 
George  Brown,  who  was  a  member  from  Janmuy  5,  1865,  to  January 
5, 18t>6,  of  Company  B,  Forty -seventh  United  States  Colored  Infantry, 
and  died  October  22,  1897. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  December,  1900,  on  the  ground  tliat  the 
claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  said  soldier — 

*    *    *    because  at  the  date  of  her  marriage  to  him  in  1876  she  had  a  husband, 
Peter  Sanders,  living,  and  who  did  not  die  until  188(5. 

On  January  15,  1901,  she  appealed  through  her  attorney,  who  con- 
tends that  a  divorce  of  claimant  from  said  Sanders  prior  to  her  mar- 
riage to  this  soldier  should  be  presumed,  and  that  such  marriage  should, 
accordingly,  be  held  valid,  and  she  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier. 

In  view  of  her  present  necessitous  circumstances,  her  appeal  is  given 
immediate  consideration. 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  appear  to  be  undisputed.  Clahnant 
admits  her  former  marriage,  in  1866,  to  said  Sanders,  with  whom  she 
lived  in  Vicksburg,  Miss.,  until  about  1872,  when  he  left  her,  going 
to  Rolling  Forks,  Miss.,  in  a  contiguous  county,  where  he  resided 
until  killed  in  a  fight  in  1886.  She  never  procured  an}^  divorce  from 
him,  and  never  heard  of  any  being  procured  by  him.  On  being  told, 
however,  that  she  could  legally  remarry  without  any  divorce  after 
three  vears  desertion  bv  her  husband,  she  married  this  soldier  Brown 
by  ceremony  in  1876,  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  which  marriage  is 
on  file  herein.  Browni  had  known  said  Sanders  and  was  fully 
acquainted,  she  says,  with  the  facts  of  Sanders's  and  claimant's  mar- 
riage, of  Sanders's  desertion  of  claimant,  and  that  there  was  no  divorce 
from  this  marriage  of  Sanders  and  claimant.  Sanders  aftei*wards  told 
Brown,  she  says,  that  he  was  glad  she  had  married  a  man  who  woidd 
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treat  her  better  than  he  had.  Sanders  was  said,  claimant  testifies,  to 
liave  '•  had  another  woman"  after  he  went  to  Rolling  Forks,  but  she 
never  heard  the  name  of  this  other  woman  or  whether  she  and  Sanders 
were  married. 

Upon  these  admitted  facts  the  claimant  contends  that  a  divorce  from 
her  marriage  to  Sanders  prior  to  that  to  Brown  should  be  presumed. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  such  presumption  can  not  arise 
in  this  case,  as  the  facts  admitted  preclude  any  such,  and  tend  rather 
to  show  positively  that  there  was  no  divorce.  Claimant  admits  she 
never  procured  any,  and  Sanders  is  shown  to  have  lived  either  in  her 
own  county  or  in  the  adjoining  county  continuously  after  their' separa- 
tion until  his  death.  The  courts  in  these  two  counties  only,  therefore, 
had  legal  jurisdiction  to  grant  any  divorce  in  this  case,  and  if  any  were 
obtained  herein  it  must  have  been  obtained  in  one  or  the  other  county; 
and  if  it  were  obtained  in  either,  it  is  most  improbable  that  claimant 
would  be  or  would  remain  ignorant  of  the  fact.  Both  she  and  said 
Brown  were  in  position  to  know  of  an}^  divorce;  the  question  was,  she 
savs,  discussed  between  them,  and  both  knew  there  was  no  divorce. 
They  married  solel}'  upon  the  strength  of  their  information  that  their 
marriage  was  valid  because  Sanders  had  })een  absent  in  desertion  for 
three  vears. 

1  am  not  aware  of  any  law  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  authorizing 
marriage  under  such  circumstances,  and  none  is  cited  b\^  claimant. 
On  the  contrary-,  it  is  the  universal  rule  that  a  second  marriage  while 
the  first  husband  or  wife  is  living  and  undivorced  is  invalid  and  abso- 
lutely void,  and  that  the  desertion  for  any  length  of  time  of  the  first 
husband  or  wife  does  not,  of  itself,  confer  upon  the  deserted  party 
any  competency  to  remarry,  although  it  may  be  ground  for  such  party 
procuring  a  divorce,  or  may,  in  connection  with  other  facts,  in  order 
to  sustain  a  subsequent  marriage,  entered  into  in  good  faith  by  such 
party,  aflFord  a  basis  for  presuming  the  death  of  the  deserter,  or  divorce, 
if  he  or  she  be  shown  to  be  living  prior  to  such  remarriage. 

Presumptions,  however,  give  way  to  facts,  and  when  it  is  shown, 
as  in  this  case,  that  no  divorce  was,  in  fact,  obtained  in  the  only  juris- 
diction within  which  it  might  legally  be  secured,  no  presumption  of  a 
divorce  can  arise. 

This  claimant's  formal  marriage  to  Brown  in  1876,  therefore,  was 
void;  and  she  can  have  no  pensionable  rights  b}^  reason  of  such 
marriage. 

It  appears  further,  however,  that  she  and  Brown  cohabited,  osten- 
sibly and  apparently  with  a  mutual  matrimonial  intent,  as  husband  and 
wife  from  the  death  of  Sanders  in  1886  until  Brown's  death  eleven 
yeai's  later,  and  the  (question  arises  whether  a  new  marriage  contract 
may  be  presumed  to  have  been  entered  into  between  her  and  Brown 
subsequent  to  Sanders's  death. 
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In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  as  in  most  of  the  States,  a  contract  of 
marriage  made  per  verba  de  prtesenti,  merely,  without  either  civil  or 
religious  solemnization,  but  followed  by  cohabitation,  constitutes  a 
valid  marriage,  which  is  provable  by  acts  and  declarations.  The 
supreme  court  of  that  State,  in  the  case  of  Floyd  v.  Calvert  (53  Miss.. 
37),  state  this  is  ''definitely  settled"  by  the  repeated  adjudications  of 
that  court,  and  in  the  case  of  Dickerson  v.  Brown  (49  Miss.,  373), 
they  say  ''the  right  of  parties  in  this  State  to  contract  marriage 
without  formal  or  ceremonial  celebration  i§  understood  to  be  settled 
beyond  question." 

The  court  further  say,  in  the  latter  case,  that, — 

*  *  *  the  doctrine  peems  to  l>e  that,  though  ignoring  the  directions  of  the 
statute,  and  though  disregarding  all  fonns  and  ceremonies,  the  law  should  make 
persons  married  who  intend  marriage,  and  this  the  constitution  of  our  State  ha^ 
adopted  as  the  organic  law.  All  others,  outside  the  class  named,  are  in  illicit, 
meretricious  or  criminal  cohabitation. 

The  court  here  refer  to  the  article  of  the  constitution  of  the  State 
of  Mississippi,  adopted  in  1869,  which  provides  that  those  who  wore 
then  cohabiting  as  husband  and  wife,  yet  without  being  legally  married, 
should  thereafter  be  considered  as  lawfully'  married  and  their  children 
as  legitimate.  These  provisions,  the  court  say,  distinguish  between 
those  who  ''were  in  good  faith  observing  toward  each  other  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife,  or  with  a  desire  to  assume  to  each  other, 
honestly,  that  relation,"  and  "  those  living  in  adultery  and  concubi- 
nage," and  operated  to  legalize  the  former  in  cases  where,  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  said  constitution,  the  relation  was  thas,  in  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  parties,  truly  and  essentially  matrimonial,  but  invalid 
as  a  marriage  because  of  some  impediment,  particularly  an  impedi- 
ment affecting  the  competency  of  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties 
thereto,  such  as  the  institution  of  slavery,  or  a  statute  prohibiting 
intermarriage  between  races  or  between  persons  who  are  within  certain 
degrees  of  relationship. 

The  point  made  is,  in  brief,  that  where  a  man  and  a  woman  are 
shown  to  have,  with  a  bona  fide  matrimonial  intent  and  puipose,  cohab- 
ited, one  or  the  other,  however,  being  in  law  incompetent  to  marry, 
the  continuance  of  such  cohabitation  after  removal  of  the  cause  of 
such  incompetency  is  referable  to  the  original  matrimonial  intent,  and 
a  lawful  marriage  may  be  presumed  from  the  fact  of  such  cohabita- 
tion and  continuance  thereof,  because,  as  stated  in  Dickerson  v.  Brown, 
supra,  ''  the  law  should  make  persons  married  who  intend  marriage.'* 

And  even  where  the  original  cohabitation  existing  at  the  date  of 
the  adoption  of  said  State  constitution  was  in  "confessed  adultery/' 
because  of  an  impediment  to  maiTiage  which  was  swept  away  by  such 
constitution,  "the  continued  cohabitation  after  adoption,"  the  court 
in  Flo\'d  r,  Calvert,  supra,  say,  "  might  of  itself  be  a  strong  circum- 
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stance  to  show  the  acceptance  of  its  provisions  and  the  desire  to 
ai>8ume  toward  each  other  a  new  and  lawful  relationship,"  while  no 
such  force  or  weight  could  be  given,  the  court  continue,  to  continued 
cohabitation  after  adoption  of  the  constitution  between  a  man  and  a 
woman  as  to  whom  no  lawful  obstruction  to  matrimony  had  ever 
existed,  but  who  had,  notwithstanding  the  way  was  thus  open  to  a 
legal  marriage  between  them,  voluntarily  chosen  to  cohabit  without 
any  marriage.     In  the  latter  case  the  court  say: 

*  *  *  There  must  be  shown  some  formal  and  explicit  agreement  between  the 
parties;  ♦  *  *  or  there  must  be  such  open  and  visible  change  in  the  conduct  and 
de<!larations  of  the  parties  that  an  agreement  to  accept  the  new  law  might  fairly  be 
inferred. 

^larriage  in  such  case  can  not,  they  say,  be  made  out  under  said 
constitution  ''  by  any  proof  short  of  that  which  would  establish  it  in 
the  absence  of  the  provision;"  and  ''evidence  that  would  meet  the 
requirement  of  either  branch  of  this  proposition  would  doubtless  be 
sufficient,"  they  add,  ""to  establish  a  new  marriage  under  the  laws  of 
this  State  without  regard  to  the  constitutional  provision." 

The  distinction  here  made  by  the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi  was 
in  cases  arising  under  the  special  provision  of  the  constitution  of  that 
State  above  referred  to,  but,  as  seen,  the  court  was  strongly  and 
decidedly  inclined  toward  holding  that  the  same  distinction,  with  the 
same  force,  would  exist  under  the  laws  of  that  State  irrespective  of 
the  State  constitution. 

Many  other  States  have,  in  fact,  also  recognized  this  distinction 
generally,  at  least  have  held  that  cohabitation  continued  for  years  after 
removal  of  an  impediment  which  prevented  a  legal  or  valid  marriage 
prior  thereto  will  be  sufficient  from  which  to  presume  a  marriage 
after  the  removal  of  such  impediment,  the  prior  cohabitation  being 
bona  lide  in  character  and  not  meretricious.  Some  States  require  that 
a  new  actual  marriage  be  proved;  but,  as  seen  from  the  language  of 
the  court  above  quoted,  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  such  proof  would 
be  there  required  only  when  the  prior  cohabitation  was  "'  intention- 
ally "  impure,  was  '*  illicit,  meretricious,  or  criminal,"  as  stated  in  the 
case  of  Dickerson  v.  Brown;  and  when  such  prior  cohabitation  was, 
in  the  minds  and  hearts  of  the  parties,  a  pure  and  matrimonial,  although 
not  a  legal  or  valid  union,  such  strict  proof  should  not  be  required,  but 
the  subsequent  cohabitation  would  be  referred,  as  to  its  legal  or  illegal, 
matrimonial  or  nonmatrimonial  character,  to  the  original  matrimonial 
intent  of  the  parties,  and  the  three  requisites  of  marriage,  competency, 
consent,  and  cohabitation,  coexisting,  marriage  would  be  held  to  be 
established. 

Although  a  marriage  so  established  is  generally  spoken  of  as  "  pre- 
sumed," it  is,  in  fact,  one  proved  and  not  presumed. 

In  the  case  of  Stevenson's  Heirs  v.  McReary  (20  Miss.,  50),  an  in- 
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struction  to  a  jury  that  if  they  should  lind  from  the  evidence  that 
the  parties  cohabited  and  held  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  raised 
children,  and  acknowledged  such  children  as  theirs,  they  must  find  h 
marriage,  was  held  to  be  erroneous  and  ''  too  strong,"  because  '"it  left 
no  room  for  the  jury  to  determine  on  the  weight  of  evidence,"  the 
question  being  one,  the  court  say,  which  should  be  left  to  the  jury  to 
say  from  all  the  evidence  pro  and  con  whether  there  was  in  fact  r 
marriage. 

It  would,  doubtless,  be  proper  for  the  court  also  to  instruct  the  jury 
in  such  a  case  that  marriage  is  an  institution  which  is  favored  in  law, 
in  support  of  which  every  reasonable  presumption  is  to  be  indulged, 
and  when  presumptions  conflict  those  in  support  of  the  marriage  are 
to  control;  also,  that  a  presumption  which  would  rcvsult  in  a  criminal 
holding  should  not  prevail. 

As  to  the  latter,  the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi,  in  the  case  of 
Spears  v.  Burton  (81  Miss.,  555),  held  that  the  presumption  in  favor  of 
marriage  should  prevail  over  that  in  favor  of  life,  and  that  death  of  a 
prior  husband  or  wife  would  be  presumed  in  order  to  sustain  a  second 
marriage,  although  such  husband  or  wife  was  known  to  have  been  liv 
ing  within  five  years  of  the  second  marriage,  ''  because,  otherwise,  the 
second  marriage  would  be  held  criminal  by  reason  of  a  presumption,^' 
and  that  such  marriage  would  be  held  invalid  only  on  proof  that  the 
former  husband  or  wife  was  then,  or  but  shortly  before,  living. 

In  a  case  like  the  present,  if  it  be  presumed,  because  of  the  original 
illegal  character  of  the  cohabitation  prior  to  removal  of  the  imped- 
iment, that  the  cohabitation  subsequently  was  alike  illegal,  it  would 
result  in  the  holding,  merely  on  presumption,  that  such  subsequent 
cohabitation  was  criminal. 

This  is,  in  itself,  obnoxious  to  legal  principles;  and  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  cohabitation  was  begun,  as  in  this  case,  in  entire  good  faith, 
both  parties  intending  a  pre>sent  lawful  marriage  and  l)elieving  that 
they  were  then  capable  of  and  were,  in  fact,  so  contracting,  and  was 
continued  thereafter  for  twenty -one  years,  and  for  eleven  years  after 
removal  of  the  only  impediment  to  their  legal  union,  it  would  seem 
clear,  in  principle  and  on  authority,  that  marriage,  subsequent  to 
removal  of  the  impediment,  should  be  held  to  have  existed,  and  espe- 
cially should  such  holding  be  made  when  one  of  the  parties  to  such 
marriage  has  died. 

The  law  favors  marriage,  and  when  once  nolemnizecl  according  to  the  forms  of  law, 
will  not  declare  it«  nullity  upon  "anything  les^s  than  clear  and  certain  testimony, 
especially  after  it  has  been  dissolved  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties.  (Powell  v. 
Powell,  27  Miss.,  785.) 

In  this  case,  the  claimant  and  Brown  were  married  in  due  legal  form. 
Although  she  was  then,  in  law,  incompetent  to  marr3%  both  she  and 
he  believed  in  her  competenc}',  and  according  to  her  testimonj'  such 
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belief  was  based  upon  legal  advice;  and  both  then  fullj^  intended  mar- 
riage, and  fully  believed  they  were  lawfulh'  married;  both  continued, 
apparently,  in  this  honest  belief  during  their  joint  lives;  and  their 
entire  cohabitation  of  twenty  one  years  was,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, for  them  a  truly  matrimonial  one,  and  which  both  they  and  the 
community  respected  as  such. 

1  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  claimant  should  be  held  to  be 
the  soldier's  widow,  and  your  action  is,  therefore,  reversed,  with  direc- 
tion that  the  claim  be  readjudicated  accordingly. 


MARRIAGE— DIVORCEE— .n'RISDICnOX— DECREE  OF  VALIDITY. 

Mary  J.  Vooler  (widow). 

The  appellant  was  married  to  the  deceased  soldier  in  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,-in 
1880,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death  in  189G.  She  was  previously 
married  in  1869,  to  one  Henry  Curtner  in  Ohio.  In  1898  she  obtained  a  decree 
in  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  annulling  and  vacating  her  mar- 
riage to  Curtner  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  and  declaring  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier  valid,  legal,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  Indiana. 

Held:  That  said  court  having  had  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the 
parties,  its  judgment  and  decree  declaring  said  marriage  to  the  soldier  legal  and 
valid  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and  establishes  the 
legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  wife  of  the  soldier,  and 
she  should  be  accepted  as  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes  in  accordance  w^ith 
the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882. 

A^'^istant  Saretarn/  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coimnissimier  of  PeiiHums^ 

March  8,  1901, 

Andrew  Vogler,  late  a  private  in  Company  H,  Eighteenth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  was  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the  gen- 
eral pension  law  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  chronic  diarrhea  and 
piles,  when,  on  June  6,  1892,  he  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  an  applica- 
tion for  increase  of  said  pension,  based  on  the  accepted  disabling 
causes,  and  also  for  additional  pension,  based  on  rheumatism  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart  and  paralysis,  and  scurvy  and  resulting  dis- 
ease of  mouth,  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during 
his  military  service.  Said  pensioner  died  on  April  26,  1896,  prior  to 
the  final  adjudication  and  determination  of  said  application  for  increase 
and  additional  pension,  and  Mary  J.  Vogler  was  permitted  to  continue 
the  prosecution  of  the  same  as  his  surviving  widow. 

On  May  1, 1896,  said  Mary  J.  Vogler  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  an 
application  for  pension  in  her  own  right  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4702,  Revised  Statutes,  as  widow  of  said  deceased  soldier,  alleging 
that  his  death,  upon  the  date  aforesaid,  was  due  to  disease  contracted 
in  line  of  duty  during  his  militar}'  service. 
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Both  of  said  applicationsj  were  rejected  on  August  12,  1896,  upon 
the  ground  that  said  Mary  J.  Vogler  had  never  been  lawfully  married 
to  the  deceased  soldier,  and  was  not  his  widow;  it  being  shown  that 
she  had  a  husband  living  at  .the  date  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  to 
whom  she  had  been  lawfully  married  and  from  whom  she  had  never 
been  divorced,  and  who  was  still  living. 

Subsequently,  upon  additional  evidence  being  filed  to  sustain  the 
legality  of  the  marriage  of  said  Mary  J.  Vogler  and  the  soldier,  her 
claim  for  widow's  pension  was  reopened  and  further  considered,  and 
on  March  15,  1899,  was  again  rejected  upon  the  ground — 

of  no  title  as  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  appearing  from  evidence  obtained  on 
special  examination  that  the  claimant  has  failed  to  prove  that  her  marriage  to  her 
first  husband,  who  is  living  and  undivorced,  was  not  valid. 

From  the  rejection  of  both  claims,  as  aforesaid,  appeal  was  taken 
on  Mav  11, 1899. 

The  facts  in  this  case  material  to  the  issue  presented  by  the  appeal 
appear  to  be  well  established  by  the  evidence,  and  are  not  disputed  or 
controverted  in  any  way.  The  appellant  was  first  married  on  August 
4,  1869,  .in  the  county  of  Shelby,  State  of  Ohio,  to  a  man  name<l 
Henry  Curtuer.  Very  shortly  after  said  marriage  said  Curtner  exhib- 
ited evidences  of  insanity,  and  in  1871  was  admitted  to  the  asylum  for 
the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  violently  insane,  and  has  continuously 
remained  an  inmate  of  that  institution  from  that  time  to  the  present, 
with  the  exception  of  two  short  intervals  when  the  record  shows  he 
was  discharged  ''unimproved." 

The  appellant  continued  to  reside  in  Shelby  Count\%  Ohio,  for  some 
seven  or  eight  years,  when  she  left  there  and  removed  to  NoblesWlle, 
Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  where  the  deceased  soldier,  Vogler,  had  pre- 
ceded her,  and  was  married  to  the  soldier  in  that  town  on  April  20, 
1880,  and  continued  to  reside  there  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death 
on  April  26, 1896,  four  children  being  born  to  her  of  said  marriage, 
and  she  is  at  present  a  resident  of  said  county  and  State. 

The  appellant  alleges  and  testifies  that  some  five  or  six  years  after 
her  first  husband  Curtner  was  first  sent  to  the  asylum  she  received  a 
telegram  from  some  person  whom  she  was  informed  and  believed  was 
connected  with  that  institution  infoiming  her  that  Curtner  was  dead, 
and  desiring  to  know  what  disposition  she  wished  made  of  his  body, 
and  that  she  replied  stating  that  she  desired  it  to  be  buried  at  tho asy- 
lum. She  states  that  from  and  after  this  time  she  believed  her  first 
husband  was  dead,  and  that  it  was  so  currently  reported  and  believed 
in  Shelby  County,  Ohio,  where  they  had  both  resided,  and  that  she 
married  the  soldier,  Vogler,  in  good  faith,  believing  that  she  was  free 
to  do  so,  and  that  her  marriage  to  him  was  legal  and  valid,  and  that 
she  continued  to  so  believe  until  after  the  death  of  the  soldier  and 
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after  she  had  filed  her  application  for  pension  avS  his  widow,  when  it 
was  discovered  that  her  first  husband  was  still  alive  and  an  inmate  of 
the  asylum  for  the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio.  There  is  some  testimony, 
obtained  on  special  examination  of  this  case  in  Shelby  County,  Ohio, 
which  tends  to  support  the  foregoing  statements  of  the  appellant,  and 
shows  that  it  was  the  very  general  understanding  and  belief  among  the 
relations  and  friends  of  Curtner  in  that  locality  that  he  had  been  dead 
for  a  number  of  years.  It  may  be  stated,  also,  as  an  evidence  of  the 
apparent  good  faith  of  the  appellant  and  her  attorney  in  the  case,  that 
it  appears  in  evidence  that  the  first  information  or  intimation  given 
the  Pension  Bureau  that  the  first  husband  of  appellant  was  still  living 
and  undi vorced  from  her  wa,s  obtained  from  the  appellant's  attorney , who 
states  that  he  discovered  that  fact  while  engaged  in  searching  for  posi- 
tive and  definite  evidence  of  the  death  of  Curtner  in  the  8tate  of  Ohio, 
and  immediately  informed  both  the  appellant  and  the  Pension  Bureau 
of  it.  It  was  upon  the  receipt  of  this  information  that  both  (claims 
were  first  rejected,  as  above  set  forth. 

Subsequently,  the  appellant  commenced  proceedings  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  the  place  of  her  residence,  to  have 
her  tii-st  marriage  with  Curtner  judicially  declared  null  and  void  on 
the  ground  of  Curtner's  insanity  and  incapacity  to  enter  into  a  valid 
marriage  contract  at  the  date  of  his  marriage  to  appellant  in  1869;  and 
on  November  14,  1898,  the  following  judgment  and  decree  was  ren- 
dered by  said  court,  as  appears  from  a  duly  certified  and  authenticated 
transcript  of  the  same  from  the  records  of  said  court  on  file  with  the 
papers  in  this  case. 

State  of  Ixdiaxa,  Hamilton  County^  ss: 
Mary  J.  Vogler  v.  Henry  Curtner.     Hamilton  circuit  court,  Novemlxjr  term,  1898. 

Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  14th  day  of  November,  1898,  the  name  being  the 
seventh  judicial  day  of  November  term,  1898,  of  the  Hamilton  circuitcourt,  begun,  held, 
and  continued  at  the  court-house  in  Noblesville,  commencing  on  Monday,  the  7th 
day  of  Noveml)er,  1898,  before  the  Hon.  John  F.  Neal,  judge  of  said  court,  the  fol- 
lowing judgment  and  decree  was  rendered  in  the  above-entitled  cause,  to  wit:  Mary 
J.  Volger  r.  Henry  Curtner.     11690. 

Comes  now  the  plaintiff  and  show^s  to  the  court  by  the  affidavit  of  Will  H.  Craig, 
one  of  the  publishere  of  the  Ledger,  a  weekly  newspaper  printed  and  published  in 
the  county  of  Hamilton,  State  of  Indiana,  that  due  notice  of  the  pendency  of  this 
action  haa  been  given  to  Haid  defendant  by  publication  in  said  newspaper  for  three 
weeks,  successively,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  and  30th  days  of  8epteml)er  and  the  7th  day 
of  October,  1898,  notifying  said  defendant  to  be  and  appear  in  this  court  to  answer  to 
Haid  complaint  on  this  the  14th  day  of  November,  1898;  whicn  affidavit  and  copy  of 
notice  so  published  are  now  filed,  and  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit: 
(Here  insert.)  And  it  is  further  shown  to  the  court  by  the  affidavit  of  Leo.  J.  Wein- 
reich  and  the  writ  of  summons  herein  issued  that  said  defendant  was  duly  summoned 
to  appear  herein  by  reading  said  summons  to  J.  M.  Radcliff,  superintendent  of  the 
hoftpital  for  the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  where  said  defendant  is  confined  as  an  insane 
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person,  and  also  by  then  and  there  delivering  to  said  defendant  and  to  said  supeiin- 
tendant  each  a  copy  of  said  summons,  all  on  the  23d  day  of  Septeml>er,  1898,  which 
summons  and  affidavit  in  proof  of  service  of  the  same  are  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  to  wit:  (Here  insert.) 

And  thereupon,  on  plaintiff's  motion,  said  defendent  is  three  times  audibly  called 
and  comes  not,  but  herein  makes  default.  And  it  is  now  suggested  to  the  court  that 
said  defendant  is  an  insane  person,  confined  in  the  hospital  for  the  insane  at  Dayton, 
Ohio,  and  the  court  appoints  Thomas  E.  Kane,  an  attorney  of  this  court,  guardian 
ad  litem  for  said  defendant,  to  appear  and  defend  this  action  in  his  behalf.  And 
comes  now  said  Thomas  E.  Kane  and  accepts  said  trust,  and  files  an  answer  to  the 
complaint  herein  on  behalf  of  said  defendant  denying  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, which  answer  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit:  (Here  insert.) 
And  thereupon  this  cause  is  submitted  to  the  court  for  trial  without  the  intervention 
of  a  jury;  and  the  court,  having  heard  all  the  evidence  and  being  sufficiently  advised, 
finds  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  true. 

That  in  the  year  1869  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  residents  of  the  State  of  Ohio 
and,  being  unmarried,  were  in  that  year  formally  intermarried  in  the  said  State  of 
Ohio,  where  they  had  their  usual  place  of  residence,  but  that  at  the  time  of  enter- 
ing into  said  marriage  contract  the  said  Henry  Curtner  was  of  unsound  mind  and 
incapable  of  contracting  marriage  or  of  consenting  thereto,  and  had  theretofore  l^een 
adjudged  insane  and  confined  in  the  insane  hospital,  of  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  wae 
ignorant,  but  believed  that  said  defendant  was  of  sound  mind  and  capable  of  enter- 
ing into  a  valid  marriage  contract,  and  in  good  faith  believed  that  her  marriage  with 
him  was  lawful  and  valid,  and  in  order  to  induce  plaintiff  to  marry  him  at  said  time, 
defendant  fraudulently  concealed  his  insanity  from  the  plaintiff  and  represented 
himself  to  be  in  all  respects  capable  of  entering  into  a  valid  marriage,  on  which  rep- 
resentations plaintiff  in  good  faith  relied  and  was  thereby  induced  to  marry  him  as 
aforesaid. 

That  shortly  after  said  marriage  contract  said  defendant  became  a  raving  maniac, 
and  has  ever  since  been  devoid  of  reason,  and  has  been  confined  in  the  asylum  for 
the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  where  he  now  is.  And  the  court  finds  that  said  mar- 
riage was  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  as  well  as  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  null 
and  void. 

That  after  the  second  confinement  of  said  defendant  in  said  hospital  for  the  insane, 
the  plaintiff  was  credibly  informed  that  said  defendant  had  died,  and  it  was  so  cur- 
rently reported  and  believed  in  the  neighborhood  where  she  lived.  And  more  than 
six  years  after  being  so  informed,  during  which  time  she  had  heard  nothing  to  the 
contrary,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1880,  said  plaintiff,  in  good  faith,  believing 
that  she  was  competent  to  marry,  was  intermarried  with  one  Andrew  Vogler,  at  the 
county  of  Hamilton  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  she  at  the  time  in  good  faith  believing 
that  said  Henry  Curtner  w^as  dead,  and  she  thereafter  lived  and  cohabited  with  said 
Andrew  Vogler  as  his  wife  in  good  faith  until  the  26th  day  of  April,  1896,  when 
said  Andrew  Vogler  died  at  the  said  county  of  Hamilton.  That  plaintiff  is  the 
mother  of  four  children  bom  in  said  wedlock  with  said  Andrew  Vogler,  namely, 
Roma  E.  Vogler,  Sarah  M.  Vogler,  Nellie  I.  Vogler,  and  Oscar  V.  Vogler. 

It  is  therefore  considered  and  a<ljudged  by  the  court  that  the  said  marriage  con- 
tract so  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff  and  said  Henry  Curtner  was,  and  the  same  it?, 
null  and  void,  and  the  same  is  hereby  held  for  naught  as  though  the  same  had  never 
existed,  and  the  said  marriage  of  plaintiff  with  said  Andrew  Vogler  is  adjudged  and 
decreed  to  be  valid,  and  that  she  is  the  lawful  widow  of  said  Andrew  Vogler  and  the 
said  children  are  the  legitimate  children  of  plaintiff  and  said  Andrew  Vogler,  all  of 
which  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreetl  by  the  court.  And  it  is  further  ordered 
that  plaintiff  x)ay  all  cost  in  this  proceeiling. 
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State  op  Indiana,  HamUUm  County ^  a»; 

I,  C.  B.  Williams,  clerk  of  the  Hamilton  circuit  court  of  the  county  of  Hamilton, 
in  the  State  of  Indiana,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  complete 
copy  of  the  judgment  and  decree  of  said  court  in  the  above-entitled  cause  on  the  day 
and  year  first  aforesaid,  as  appears  of  record  in  my  office. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  hereunto  subscribe  my  name  and  affix  the  seal  of  the  said 
court  at  my  office  at  Noblesville  this  8th  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1898. 

[seal.]  C.  B.  Williams, 

Clerk  of  Hamilton  Circuit  Court. 

The  foregoing  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind., 
was  rendered  by  a  court  of  record  of  general  original  jurisdiction  both 
in  law  and  equity,  which  undoubtedly  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  involved  in  said  proceeding,  and  the  residence  of  the  appellant, 
the  plaintiff  therein,  was  the  proper  venue  in  which  to  commence  such 
proceedings.  The  decree  shows  upon  its  face  that  it  was  in  no  sense  an 
ex  paile  proceeding,  service  having  been  obtained  upon  the  defendant, 
Curtner,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  the  State 
of  Indiana  in  the  case  of  nonresident  and  insane  and  infant  defendants. 
Furthermore,  it  appears  that  the  rights  of  the  defendant  were  carefully 
conserved,  his  insanity  having  been  suggested  to  the  court  and  a  guard- 
ian ad  litem  appointed  for  him,  who  appeared  at  the  hearing  of  the 
case  and  entered  a  genei'al  denial,  putting  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of 
all  the  allegations  made  in  her  bill  or  complaint.  It  is  clear  therefore 
that  said  court  acquired  full  and  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  to 
said  proceeding,  and  had  unquestioned  jurisdiction,  as  a  court  of  equity, 
to  hear  and  determine  said  cause,  and  to  declare  and  adjudge  the  legal 
status  of  said  parties  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  as  affected 
by  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  to  said  Curtner.  The  decree  recites 
that  the  court,  having  heard  the  evidence,  proceeded  to  find  the  facts 
in  the  case  as  therein  set  forth,  and  found  that  at  the  date  of  his  mar- 
riage to  the  appellant  said  Curtner  was  non  compos  mentis,  insane,  and 
incapable  of  making  and  entering  into  a  valid  marriage  contract,  and 
that  this  fact  was  unknown  to  the  appellant,  and  declared  and  adjudged 
.said  marriage  between  appellant  and  Curtner  absolutely  null  and  void, 
both  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  where  it  was  contracted,  and 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  where  she  resided.  As  a  neces- 
fsary  corollary  to  this  finding,  the  court  also  adjudged  and  decreed  the 
marriage  of  the  appellant  with  the  deceased  soldier,  Vogler,  to  })e  legal 
and  valid  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  that  she  was  the 
lawful  widow  of  said  Vogler,  and  that  the  children  born  of  said  mar- 
riage were  the  legitimate  children  of  the  deceased  soldier. 

This  decree,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  legal  status  of  the  parties  to  the 
record,  was  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  in  rem,  and,  there  being  no 
suggestion  of  fraud  or  collusion  in  its  procurement,  is  binding  on  the 
whole  world.     (Freeman  on  Judgments,  2il  ed.,  sec.  313.) 
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The  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  inquire  into 
and  annul,  by  decree,  a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  the  mental  incapacity 
to  contract  of  one  of  the  parties  to  such  marriage  is  well  settled,  and 
has  been  directly  upheld  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Ohio, 
where  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  Curtner  was  contracted,  in 
the  case  of  Wa\^mire,  guardian  of  Wiles,  v,  Jetmore  et.  al.  (22  Ohio 
St.,  271).  This  was  a  suit  by  the  guardian  of  an  imbecUe  to  set  aside 
and  annul  a  pretended  marriage  of  his  ward  because  of  the  mental 
incapacity  of  said  imbecile  to  consent  to  or  contract  said  marriage,  and 
the  geneml  doctrine  controlling  courts  of  equity  in  such  cases  was 
well  stated  by  the  court  as  follows: 

Marriage  is  a  contract  relation  founded  in  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,  on 
which  account  consenting  capacity  is  essential  to  its  consummation.  Consequently 
the  want  of  such  capacity,  in  either  party,  renders  the  relation  meretricious,  not 
matrimonial.  Such  is  the  immemorial  and  universal  judgment  of  civilized  society. 
(1  Bl.  Com.,  439;  2  Kent's  Com.,  40,  41.)  Hence,  the  marriage  of  parties,  either  of 
whom  lacks  the  capacity  to  consent,  is  ineffectual  and  void  ah  initio.  This  disposes 
of  the  first  and  fundamental  proposition  suggested  by  the  record. 

Congenital,  or  other  mental  imbecility,  is  not  among  the  statutory  causes  of  divorce. 
These  causes  generally  import  a  preexisting  valid  contract,  or  a  contract  voidable 
only;  which,  when  they,  or  some  of  them  supervene,  will,  for  such  cause,  be  judicially 
avoided.  But  this  record  does  not  present  a  case  for  judicial  nullification  and  avoid- 
ance under  the  statute,  the  pretended  marriage  being  a  nullity  and  void  already. 
Does  there,  then,  exist  any  necessity  for  judicially  declaring  such  nullity,  and  will  a 
court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  its  ordinary  powers,  entertain  jurisdiction  to  do  it? 

Social  order  and  public  decency  demand  that  the  parties  to  a  meretricious  relation 
in  which  the  forms  of  marriage,  apparently  legal,  seem  to  bind  them,  should  be 
judicially  relieved  therefrom.  This  alone  is  suflicient  cause  for  the  interference  of 
whatever  tribimal  possesses  the  adequate  powers.  But  the  succession  of  property 
and  the  legitimacy  of  inheritance,  which  the  law  regards  with  peculiar  jealousy, 
furnish  a  no  less  controlling  motive  for  such  interference.  The  want  of  consenting 
capacity,  resulting  from  causes  other  than  infancy,  which  is  generally  declared  and 
the  i)eriod  thereof  fixed  by  statute,  is  determined  in  every  instance  by  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  only.  Therefore,  while  the  i)arties  are  in  esse  and  the  witnesses  accessi- 
ble, it  is  of  the  greatest  importance  that  every  cloud  which  might  obscure  the 
succession  or  involve  the  inheritance  should  be  removed  rather  than  remain  to  foster 
future  and  consuming  litigation.  To  this  end  a  court,  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  ordinary  powers,  will  entertain  jurisdiction,  at  the  suit  of  the  imbecile's  guanlian, 
to  declare  his  marriage  a  nullity,  as  it  does  to  order  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of 
a  forged  or  otherwise  void  instrument.  The  propriety  of  such  jurisdiction  \b  fully 
recognized  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  Weightman  v.  Weightman  (4  Johns,  ch.  343), 
and  by  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  in  Crump  v.  Morgan  (3  Ired.  Eq.,  91). 

There  would  seem  to  be,  therefore,  no  valid  or  tenable  ground  for 
questioning  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  render  said  decree,  and  if 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  premises  be  conceded,  the  legal 
effect  of  said  judgment  and  decree  was  undoubtedly  to  remove  the 
apparent  impediment  theretofore  existing  to  the  marriage  of  the 
appellant  to  the  soldier,  Vogler,  to  render  said  marriage  valid,  legal, 
and  binding  under  the  laws  of   the  State  of   Indiana,  and  to  fix  the 
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legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the 
soldier.     To  this  extent  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  said 
decree  is  binding  and  conclusive,  not  only  upon  the  parties  to  said 
record,  but  upon  the  whole  world. 
The  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  provides: 

That  marriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  4705  of  the  Revi8e<i  Stat- 
utes, shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  at  the  time  when  the 
right  to  pension  accrued. 

In  the  present  case  the  residence  of  the  parties,  both  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  of  the  appellant  to  the  deceased  soldier  and  at  the  time 
when  her  right  to  pension  as  his  widow  accrued,  provided  it  be  shown 
that  she  has  any  such  right  under  the  provisions  of  the  law,  was  the 
State  of  Indiana,  where  the  appellant  still  resides.  Consequenth^ 
the  decree  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  and  authorit}"  so  to  do, 
adjudging  and  declaring  her  marriage  to  the  deceased  soldier  legal, 
valid,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  must  be  accepted,  under 
the  provisions  of  said  act  of  August  7, 1882,  as  establishing  the  legality 
of  said  marriage,  and  the  appellant  should  be  accepted  as  the  widow  of 
the  soldier  for  pensionable  pui*poses. 

It  does  not  affect  the  force  and  validity  of  the  decree  of  nullit3',  pro- 
vided it  was  legal  and  regular  in  all  other  respects,  as  has  been  shown 
to  have  been  the  case  in  the  present  instance,  that  it  may  have  been 
procured  in  furtherance  and  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  appellant's  appli- 
cation-for  pension.  Said  court  unquestionably  had  jurisdiction  to 
declare  the  law  of  the  State  of  Indiana  relative  to  the  marriage  of  the 
appellant  to  the  soldier,  and  her  legal  status  as  his  widow  thereunder. 
It  has  done  so  in  a  perfectly  regular  and  proper  proceeding,  wherein 
no  fraud  or  collusion  is  shown  or  charged,  and  there  is  no  valid  or 
legal  ground  or  reason  whatever  for  declining  to  accept  the  judgment 
of  said  court  as  fully  establishing  the  legal  status  of  the  appellant  as 
the  widow  of  the  soldier  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana. 

It  may  be  remarked,  incidentjiUy,  that  the  great  preponderance  of 
the  testimony  obtained  on  special  examination  of  this  case  tends  to 
sustain  and  support  the  finding  of  facts  by  the  court  in  said  decree  of 
nidlity,  and  to  establish  the  fact  of  the  insanit}"  of  the  appellant's  first 
husband,  Curtner,  at  the  date  of  her  marriage  to  him  in  1869.  It  is 
neither  necessary  nor  proper  to  consider  in  this  case  whether  or  not 
said  testimony  is  sufficient  to  show  conclusively  that  Curtner  was  so 
insane  at  that  time  as  to  be  mentall}'  incompetent  to  contract  a  valid 
marriage,  that  question  being,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  res 
adjudicata,  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  with  all  the  parties  and 
all  the  facts  before  it,  havnng  decided  that  he  was,  and  that  his  mar- 
riage to  the  appellant  was  a  nullity,  and  absoluteh'  void  ab  initio. 

The  Department  is  clearly  of  the  opinion,  from  the  foregoing,  that 
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the  appellant  should  be  accepted,  under  the  record  and  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier,  Vogler,  for  ]ien- 
sionable  purposes. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  of  the  deceased  soldier  for  additional 
invalid  pension,  and  of  the  claim  of  the  appellant  for  widow's  pension 
upon  the  ground  stated  is,  therefore,  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside, 
and  3^ou  are  directed  to  cause  said  claims  to  be  reopened,  further  con- 
sidered, and  readjudicated  upon  their  merits,  accepting  the  appellant 
as  the  pensionable  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier.  The  papers  in  the 
case  are  returned  herewith. 


MARRIAGE  OF  SLAVES  IN  MARYI^VNI>— LEGITIMACY. 

Samuel  Tuttle  (father). 

Under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  slaves  might  legally  marry,  and  the  issue  of  their  mar- 
riages was  legitimate. 

AsfiifitaiU  Secy\'tary  ¥.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cmmnlsaimurr  of  Pejus* tm.'^^ 

March  15,  1901.  • 

This  appellant,  Samuel  Tuttle,  on  October  11,  1898,  filed  a  claim. 
No.  684670,  for  pension,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  father  of 
Alexander  Tuttle,  deceased,  who  was  a  member  of  Company  C\ 
Twenty-fourth  United  States  Infantry,  and  was  killed  July  1.  1898,  in 
the  battle  of  San  Juan  Hill,  Cuba,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War 
Department. 

Said  claim  was  first  rejected  in  March,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  the 
soldier  was  not  the  legitimate  son  of  the  claimant,  the  latter  having 
never  been  legally  married  to  the  soldier's  mother. 

Record  evidence  of  the  claimant's  marriage  in  June,  1860,  in  Prince 
George  County,  Md.,  to  the  soldier's  mother,  both  of  whom  were  then 
slaves,  being  subsequentl}'^  filed,  the  claim  was  reopened  and  wa??  again 
rejected  in  July,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  ''slave  marriages  are  not 
recognized  by  the  Maryland  statute,"  as  valid;  and  on  August  8<), 
1900,  the  claimant,  through  his  attorneys,  appealed,  contending  merely 
that  his  said  marriage  to  the  soldier's  mother  was  valid. 

In  view  of  the  appellant's  present  necessitous  circumstances,  his 
appeal  is  taken  up  out  of  its  regular  order  and  given  immediate 
consideration. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  herein  that  this  claimant  and  the 
mother  of  the  soldier  were  formallv  married  in  the  State  of  Marvland 
on  June  3, 1860,  with  the  consent  of  their  owners;  that  they  continued 
to  reside  in  that  State,  living  and  cohabiting  and  being  recognized 
generally  as  husband  and  wife  until  1869,  when  they  removed  to  the 
city  of  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  remained  in  sjiid 
district,  still  cohabiting  and  being  universally  recognized  a.s  husband 
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and  wife  until  her  death  in  1877.  The  soldier  was  born  to  them  in 
1806.     He  enlisted  in  1885. 

Section  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  providing  that  certain  proof 
as  to  marital  relations  of  colored  soldiers  shall  be  sufficient  for  pen- 
sionable purposes  in  claims  by  the  alleged  widows  and  children  of  such, 
has  no  application  in  this  case  as  said  section  expressly  limits  its 
application  to  claims  on  account  of  those  soldiers  only  who  enlisted 
prior  to  March  3, 1873. 

This  claim,  therefore,  must  be  decided  *' according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the 
time  when  the  right  to  pension  accrued,"  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
August  7,  1882. 

Genei-ally,  slaves  were  considered  to  be  incompetent  to  contract 
marriage  and  their  children  were  not  considered  legitimate.  Under 
the  laws  of  Maryland,  however,  where  the  marriage  in  this  case  was 
formally  celebrated  by  a  minister,  it  appears  slav^es  might,  certainly 
with  consent  of  masters,  legally  marry,  although  no  civil  rights  were 
therebv  conferred. 

The  laws  of  1777,  chapter  12,  section  11,  provided 

that  if  any  minister  shall  wilfully  publish  the  banns  of  matrimony  between  any  serv- 
ant.*- or  between  a  free  person  and  a  servant,  or  if  he  shall  wittingly  celebrate  the 
rites  of  matrimony  l>etween  any  such,  without  leave  of  the  master  or  mistress  of  such 
servant,  he  shall  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  offense  fifty  pounds  current  money. 

In  the  case  of  Jones  ?'.  Jones  (36  Md.,  457),  the  court  of  appeals  of 
Maryland  held  that  this  law  ''authorized  servants  to  marry  with  the 
absent  of  their  owners,  and  whatever  the  law  may  have  been  in  this 
respect  before, '^  they  say,  ''they  could  lawfully  marry  thereafter. 
Although  the  marriage  would  not  confer  civil  rights  upon  them,  and 
in  no  manner  change  or  effect  the  relation  of  master  and  slave,  yet  it 
was  legalized  and  consequently  the  issue  would  be  legitimate." 

The  court  in  that  case  say  further  as  to  the  legal  status  of  slave 
marriages: 

There  are  cases  in  which  marriages  contracte<l  Ix^tween  parties  not  capable  of 
contracting  at  the  time  of  marriage  are  made  valid  by  subsequent  ratification  of  the 
parties,  as  in  case  of  lunatics  and  infants,  and  that  without  any  other  or  new 
celebration.  ♦  ♦  ♦  We  think  that  the  same  law  should  apply  to  the  cases  of 
marriage  l)etween  slaves  who  ratify  the  marriage  after  they  become  free. 

And  when  the  same  case  was,  later,  again  before  that  court  they 
adhered  to  this  holding  as  to  the  legality  of  slave  marriages,  and  also 
held  such  to  be  valid  whether  with  or  without  consent  of  the  master. 
(S.  C,  45  Md.,  144.) 

They  say: 

The  seventh  prayer  was  also  properly  refused.  It  embodied  the  proposition  that 
without  the  consent  of  the  master  the  marriage  of  the  slave  was  actually  void. 
There  is  no  warrant  for  this  in  the  law  of  this  State.  The  statute  of  1777,  chapter  12, 
prohibited  ministers  of  the  gosi>el  from  publishing  the  banns  or  celebrating  matri- 
mony between  servants  or  a  servant  and  a  free  person,  under  penalty,  without  the 
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consent  of  the  masters.  But  the  statute  did  not  declare  the  marriage  void,  nor  wa? 
that  tlie  operation  of  it.  The  minister  subjected  himself  to  a  fine,  but  the  marriage 
was  vaUd. 

And  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  has  also  held,  in 
the  case  of  Thomas  v,  Holtzman  (18  D.  C,  62),  that  where  slaves,  with 
the  consent  of  their  masters,  liv^ed  together  in  the  State  of  Maryland 
as  husband  and  wife,  such  a  union,  according  to  the  custom  of  that 
State,  was  sufficient  to  establish  a  marriage  between  the  parties,  and 
the  issue  thereof  would  be  legitimate  and  entitled  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  February  6,  1879,  to  inherit  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Slaverj^  was  abolished,  b}^  statute,  in  the  Stat«  of  MaiTland  in 
December,  1864;  and  on  March  22,  1867,  the  legislature  of  that  State 
passed  the  following  act,  now  embodied  in  section  13,  chapter  62,  of 
the  Code  of  Public  General  Laws  (Maryland): 

All  marriages  made  and  celebrated  in  this  State  ])rior  to  March  22,  1867,  by  and 
between  colored  people  are  hereby  confirmed  and  made  valid,  to  every  intent  ami 
purpose,  from  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  such  marriages,  respectively;  and  every 
such  marriage  shall  be  held  and  taken  by  all  courts  of  this  State  to  be  gooil  and  ^\il- 
ficient  in  law  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  provided  that  in  every  case  the  j>arties 
claiming  to  have  been  married  by  a  competent  person  shall,  by  sufficient  prcH)f  liefore 
some  justice  of  the  peace  establish  the  fact  of  having  been  so  married,  a  certificate  of 
which  shall  l>e  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  cinruit  court  of  the  county  in  which  said 
marriage  was  celebrated,  or  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  Baltimore  city,  and  lx»  pre- 
served with  the  register  of  marriage  licenses  in  the  office  of  said  clerk. 

Viewing  this  ciise  in  almost  any  of  its  various  legal  aspects,  it  would 
seem  that  the  soldier  must  f)e  held  to  have  been  the  legitimate^  son  of 
this  claimant.  Under  the  Maryland  statute  of  1777,  as  construed  h\ 
the  highest  appellate  court  of  that  State,  the  claimant's  marriage  in 
June,  1800,  to  the  soldier's  mother  was  legal  and  the  soldier,  torn  of 
that  marriage,  a  legitimate  son. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Jones  v,  Jones,  supra,  is  directly'  in  point 
in  this  case  and  would  appear  to  ])e  decisive  of  this  on  the  question 
presented. 

If,  however,  it  })e  considered  that  the  act  of  1777  does  not  warmnt 
the  holding  that  slave  marriages  in  Maryland  were  legal  and  their  issue 
legitimate,  the  act  of  March  22,  1867,  above  (juoted,  would  appear  to 
])e  conclusive  in  support  of  such  holding.  It  is  true,  the  latter  act 
couples  its  positive,  absolute,  and  comprehensive  declaration  of  the 
validity  ''to  every  intent  and  purpose"  of  such  marriages  with  the 
proviso  that  the  parties  claiming  such  a  marriage  shall  establish  it  by 
certain  proof  and  record  a  certificate  thereof.  But  these  directory  pro- 
visions of  that  act  are  entitled  to  no  greater  legal  effect  than  the  ordi- 
nary director}'  requirements  of  most  of  the  State  statutes  as  to  marriage 
license,  celebration,  etc.,  a  failure  to  comph^  with  which  requirements 
IS  held  not  to  invalidate  a  marriage  which  is  otherwise  valid  (Meister 
r.  Moore  (96  U.  S.,  76);  Blacklmrn  v,  Crawford  (3  Wallace,  175)). 

It  would  seem  clear,  as  a  matter  of  law.  that  under  the  act  of  March 
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^22.  1867,  if  not  under  that  of  1777,  this  claimant's  alleged  marriage  in 
June,  1860,  should  be  considered  as  valid,  notwithstanding  it  has  not, 
►SO  far  as  appears,  been  established  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
f  oniier  act. 

And  this  marriage  would  also  appear  to  be  valid  under  the  doctrine 
of  i-atification  announced  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Jones, 
supi-a.  The  claimant  and  the  soldier's  mother,  after  they  became,  in 
1804,  free  persons  under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  continued  for  many 
years  to  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife,  and  they  thereby  mtified  their 
original  marriage,  which  thereupon  unquestionably  became  valid, 
according  to  that  decision,  if  it  were  not  valid  before.  The  legitimacy 
of  the  soldier,  born  in  1866,  while  his  father  and  mother  were  cohabit- 
ing as  free  persons,  would  appear,  under  this  theory,  to  be  clearly 
established. 

And,  finally,  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  6,  1879,  would  appear 
to  have  also  an  important  bearing  on  the  question  of  this  soldier's 
legitimacy,  if  it  be  considered  that  there  was  no  valid  marriage  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  place  where  this  claimant's  marriage  was 
contracted. 

According  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  7,  1882,  above  quoted, 
marriages  are  provable  in  pension  claims,  either  by  the  law  of  the 
phu'c  where  contracted  or  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  the 
right  to  pension  accrued,  which  in  this  case  is  the  District  of  Colum})ia. 

Said  act  of  February  6,  1879,  reads  as  follows: 

That  the  issue  of  any  marriafje  of  colored  jjersons,  contracted  and  entered  into 
ac<'oniing  to  any  custom  prevailing  at  the  time  in  any  of  the  States  wherein  the  same 
occuried,  shall  for  all  puri)oses  of  descent  and  inheritance  and  the  transmission  of 
>H>th  real  and  personal  proj)erty  within  the  District  of  Columbia,  be  deeme<l  and 
held  to  bt»  legitimate,  and  capable  of  inheriting  and  transmitting  inheritance,  and 
taking  as  next  of  kin  and  distributee  acconling  to  law%  from  and  to  their  parental,  or 
either  of  them,  and  from  and  to  those  from  such  parents,  or  either  of  them,  may 
inherit  or  transmit  inheritance,  anything  in  the  laws  of  such  State  to  the  contrary 
n<»t withstanding:  I^ovidedj  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  implying  that 
any  such  marriage  is  not  valid,  or  such  issue  legitimate  for  other  purjx)ses. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  held  in  the  case  of 
Thomas  v.  Holtzman,  supra,  that  legitimacy  is  established  under  this 
act  by  proof  of  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of 
Maryland  of  slaves,  with  consent  of  their  master. 

And  irrespective  of  this  act  of  February  6,  1879,  it  would  seem  that 
a  marriage  per  verba  de  presenti  might  well  be  presumed  from  the 
matrimonial  cohabitation  of  claimant  and  soldier's  mother  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  from  1869  until  her  death  in  1877;  such  marriage 
being  held  by^  the  Department  to  be  valid  in  said  District.  See  case 
of  Annie  Higgins(10  P.  D.,  110),  and  said  case  of  Thomas  v.  Holtzman 
cited  therein. 

Rejection  of  this  claim  is.  therefore,  reversed,  and  you  will  readju- 
dlcate  the  claim  accordinsflv. 
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service— wagon  master-tviuster. 
Margaret  Griffin  (widow). 

It  appearing  from  the  official  record  in  the  War  Department  of  the  deceased  eokiier's 
military  service  that  he  was  duly  enlisted  and  mustered  into  the  military'  ^erxice 
of  the  United  States,  and  subsequently  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  he  was  enlisted  and  served  as  a  "  wagon  mastei  "  or  not;  he 
was  an  enlisted  man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  as  such 
occupied  a  pensionable  status  under  the  law.  The  rejection  of  the  appellant's 
claims  for  pension  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier  upon  the  ground  that  he  had 
rendered  no  service  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  wais 
therefore,  erroneous,  and  is  reversed. 

Assistant  Storetary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Petisi^ms^ 

March  IS,  190L 

Margaret  Griffin  jSled  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  April  20,  1889,  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  1702,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  widow  of  George  Griffin  (deceased),  late  ''  wagon  master,-' 
Thirt^'-lifth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  alleging  the  death  of  s&iA 
soldier  on  September  12,  1888,  from  disease  contracted  in  line  of  duty 
during  his  military  service. 

This  application  was  originally  rejected  on  April  1,  1897,  upon  the 
ground  that  no  connection  was  established  by  the  evidence  between 
the  death  of  the  soldier  and  his  military  service. 

On  February  3,  1894,  while  the  aforesaid  claim  for  widow's  pension 
under  the  general  law  was  pending,  said  Margaret  Griffin  filed  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  said  soldier,  which  was  likewise 
rejected  on  June  28, 1897,  upon  the  ground  that  it  had  been  determined 
from  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department  that  the  deceased 
soldier  had  rendered  no  service  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  during  the  war  of  the  retellion. 

Subsequently  the  rejection  of  both  of  said  claims  for  widow*s  pen- 
sion was  adhered  to,  upon  the  ground  that  it  appeared  from  the  official 
record  in  the  War  Department  of  the  service  of  said  George  Griffin 
that  he  was  not  in  the  militarj'  service  of  the  United  States  as  alleged. 

From  the  rejection  of  both  claims  for  widow's  pension,  as  aforesaid, 
appeal  was  taken  on  October  24,  1898. 

It  appears  from  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department  that — 

George  Griffin  was  enrolled  on  the  21st  day  of  December,  1861,  at  Jefferson ville, 
Ind.,  in  Thirty-fifth  Regiment  of  Indiana  Volunteers,  to  serve  three  years,  or  during 
the  war,  as  wagon  master.  On  the  muster-in  roll  of  field  and  staff  of  that  regiment 
for  the  month  of  December,  1861,  he  is  reported  present.  Muster-out  roll,  dated 
September  30,  1865  (next  on  which  borne),  shows  him  dischai^ged,  without  date. 
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It  also  appears,  by  a  certiticate  of  the  adjutant-general  of  the  State 
of  Indiana,  that  the  official  records  on  file  in  his  office  show  that — 

George  GriflBn  joined  for  duty  and  was  enrolleii  as  a  wagon  master  of  Thirty-fifth 
Regiment  Indiana  Volunteers  at  Jeffersonville,  Ind.,  on  the  2l8t  day  of  December, 
1861,  by  Col.  Z.  C.  Walker,  and  that  he  was  duly  mustered  into  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  on  the  21st  day  of  December,  1861,  for  the 
term  of  three  years,  by  Major  Carpenter,  U.  S.  A.,  mustering  officer.  Mustered  out 
September  30,  1865. 

On  April  4, 1898,  this  certificate  was  referred  to  the  Record  and  Pen- 
sion Office  of  the  War  Department  to  determine  whether  the  state- 
nientij  therein  contained  could  be  accepted  as  correct,  and  on  April  19, 
lvS93,  the  following  reply  was  received: 

The  date  of  discharge  of  George  Griffin,  wagon  master.  Thirty-fifth  Indiana  Vol- 
unteers, can  not  be  determined  from  the  records  of  this  office,  and  the  inclosed  cer- 
titicate of  the  adjutant-general  of  the  State  of  Indiana  (^n  not  be  accepted  as  sufficient 
to  establish  such  date. 

On  April  27,  1897,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  addressed  a  com- 
munication to  the  honorable  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  transmitting 
therewith  the  papers  in  this  case — 

with  the  request  that  the  honorable  the  Secretary  of  War  be  asked  to  direct  the 
Adjutant-General  to  hx.  a  date  which  may  be  accepted  as  the  termination  of  this 
soldier's  service  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States,  under  his  enlistment  of  December 
21, 1861,  or  any  veteran  reenlistment  based  thereon;  and  to  also  request  that  he  state 
whether  or  not  such  a  termination  from  the  service  can  be  considered  as  an  honorable 
<liHcharge  from  the  service  of  the  United  States. 

This  request  having  been  complied  with,  the  following  communica- 
tion, dated  June  1,  1897,  was  received  from  the  War  Department: 

The  muster-in  roll  of  the  field  and  staff  of  the  Thirty-fifth  Indiana  Infantry  Vol- 
unteers, dateil  December  11,  1861,  reports  George  Griffin,  "wagon  master,"  enrolled 
at  Jefferson vi lie  December  21, 1861,  and  mustere<l  by  Maj.  S.  D.  Carpenter  December 
21,  1861.  This  man's  name  is  entered  at  the  end  of  the  roll,  evidently  as  an  after- 
thought, when  it  was  found  necessary  to  employ  someone  to  take  charge  of  the 
moving  of  the  wagons  of  the  regiment;  and,  in  ignorance  that  there  was  no  such 
military  rank  as  "wagon  master"  known  to  the  service,  and  that  the  persons  per- 
forming tliat  duty  were  employed  and  paid  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department. 

No  further  record  of  this  man's  "nmster  in"  to  service,  nor  any  further  record  of 
him  whatever,  has  been  found,  except  that  his  name  is  taken  up  on  the  muster-out 
roll  of  the  field  and  staff,  dated  September  9,  1865,  with  the  remark  "discharged." 
This  entry  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  it  was  re<iuired  that  every  man  whot»e  name 
had  previously  appeared  on  any  of  the  rolls  of  an  organization  should  be  accounted 
for  in  some  way  on  the  muster-out  roll  of  that  organization. 

Upon  inquiry  at  the  office  of  the  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  it  has  been 
learned  that  there  is  no  record  in  that  office  of  any  i)ayment  to  this  man  as  a  soldier. 

In  view  of  the  iact»  of  record  in  this  case,  especially  the  fact  that  the  organization 
of  the  volunteer  forces  did  not  provide  for  regimental  wagon  masters,  nor  for  any 
wagon  masters,  except,  as  stated  al)ove,  civilians  who  were  employed  and  paid  as 
such  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department,  this  man  is  not  regarded  by  this  Depart- 
ment as  having  l>een  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  as  claime<l. 
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This  decision  of  the  War  Department  that  the  appellant's  deceased 
husband  was  not  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  is  the 
basis  of  the  action  upon  which  her  claims  for  widow's  pension  now 
stand  rejected,  but,  in  view  of  the  facts  shown  b}'  the  official  record  of 
the  soldier's  military  service,  and  conceded  by  the  War  Department, 
this  Department  is  unable  to  agree  with  or  concur  in  said  conclusion. 
It  has  uniformly  been,  and  is  now,  the  practice  of  this  Department  to 
accept  the  facts  recited  in  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department 
relative  to  the  military  history  and  sei'vice  of  a  soldier  as  binding  and 
conclusive,  nor  will  evidence  be  admitted  in  the  prosecution  of  a  jxmi- 
sion  claim  to  dispute  or  controvert  the  facts  stated  in  said  record,  and 
any  error  therein  must  be  corrected,  if  at  all,  by  the  authorities  of  the 
War  Department;  but  the  legal  conclusions  and  deductions  drawn  by 
the  officers  of  the  War  Department  from  such  facts  are  not,  and 
have  never  been  held  to  be  conclusive  and  binding  on  this  Depjirt- 
ment,  although  such  conclusions  are  very  strongly   persuasive   and 
are,  and  should  alwaj's  be,  entitled  to  the  highest  consideration  and 
respect.     In  the  present  instance  it  is  shown  by  the  official  record 
of  the  deceased  soldier's  service,  and  admitted  bv  the  officei-s  of  the 
War  Department  that  he  was  duly  enlisted  and  enrolled,  and  regularly 
mustered  into  the  militar}'  service  of  the  United  States  by  an  officer  of 
the  Regular  Army  detailed  for  that  dut}'.     There  was,  therefore,  not 
only  a  proper  tender  of  service  on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  but  an  accept- 
ance of  that  service  by  the  Government,  acting  by  and  through  its 
duly  authorized  officer  and  agent,  and  there  is  no  es(*ape  from  the  con- 
clusion that  the  soldier  thereby  became,  and  was  a  duly  enlisted  man 
in  the  militar}'  service  of  the  United  StJites,  and  that  his  service  was 
perfonned  as  such  under  a  valid  enlistment,  no  matter  what  may  have 
been  the  character  of  such  service,  or  bv  what  name  or  rank  he  mav 
have  been  called  or  designated.     It  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  disregard- 
ing this  soldier's  enlistment  and  service  that  he  may  have  been  desig- 
nated as  "  wagon  master"  at  his  enlistment  and  muster  in,  when  thei*e 
was  no  such  militarv  rank  known  to  the  service  under  the  Armv  Rc»ffu- 
lations,  and  the  persons  performing  that  dut}"  were  usually  employed 
as  civilians  and  paid  })y  the  Quartermaster's  Department.     He  was, 
notwithstanding,  an  enlisted  man,  and  it  makes  no  difference  by  what 
name  or  supposed  rank  he  was  designated  in  the  service  or  the  chai'acter 
of  the  duties  to  which  he  was  iissigned.     Even  if  the  Army. Regulations 
had  recognized  the  rank  and  office  of  '"wagon  master,"  it  would  have 
been  a  noncommissioned  office  or  rank,  to  which  onlv  an  enlisted  man 
could  have  l)een  appointed,  and  the  soldier  could  not  have  been  prop- 
erly and  legally  enlisted  and  nuistered  into  service  as  a  **  wagon  master."', 
an}'  more  than  if  no  such  militar}'  rank  had  existed,  but  his  appoint- 
ment thereto  mast,  necessarily,  have  followed  his  enlistment.     It  can 
make  no  possible  difference,  therefore,  that  he  was  designated  on  the 
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muster-in  roll  as  a  '"wagon  master,"  a  rank  not  known  to  the  sei'vice. 
The  fact  that  a  duly  enlisted  man  may  have  been  designated  by  a  name 
and  i-ank  not  recognized  by  the  Army  Regulations,  and  detailed  to 
jx^rform  certain  duties  usually  performed  by  civilian  employees  of  the 
Quartermaster's  Department,  does  not  render  him  any  less  an  enlisted 
man  in  the  militarv  service  of  the  United  States,  and  can  not  bv  anv 
possible  construction  or  course  of  reasoning  affect  his  status  as  a  soldier, 
or  put  him  out  of  the  military  service  of  the  United  States. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  shown  by  reports  from  the  office  of  the 
Quartermaster-Geneml  of  the  Army,  on  tile  with  the  papers  in  the  case, 
that  the  deceased  soldier  never  was  employed  and  paid  by  the  Quar- 
temiarter's  Department  as  a  "  wagon  master,"  or  civilian  emploj'ee  of 
any  kind  at  any  time  during  his  service.  Furthermore,  the  record 
shows  that  the  deceased  soldier's  service  was  terminated  by  a  discharge. 
The  muster-out  roll  of  the  field  and  staff  of  the  Thirtv-fifth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry  shows  him  discharged,  but  does  not  give  the  date 
of  his  discharge.  The  explanation  of  this  fact  given  in  the  foregoing 
communication  of  the  War  Department  does  not  in  any  way  tend  to 
indicate  that  hie  was  not  regularly  in  the  service,  or  controvert  the  fact 
that  he  was  an  enlisted  man.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a  direct  admission 
and  concession  that  the  soldier  was  an  enlisted  man,  and  therefore  it 
was  necessary  and  requisite  that  he  be  accounted  for  on  the  muster-out 
roll  of  the  organization.  If  he  had  never  been  in  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States,  but  was  merely  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Quar- 
termaster's Department,  it  would  neither  have  been  necessary  nor 
proper  to  have  taken  up  his  name  and  accounted  for  him  on  the  muster- 
out  roll;  but  his  name  having  previously  appeared  on  the  rolls  of  the 
organization  as  an  enlisted  man,  it  was  required  that  he  be  accounted 
for  on  the  muster-out  roll,  which  was  done  by  reporting  him  "dis- 
charged." That  he  was  "discharged,"  as  shown  by  the  record,  is  not 
disputed  and  can  not  be  denied,  and  if  he  was  so  "discharged"  he  must, 
necessarily,  have  been  an  enlisted  man.  The  Department  is,  therefore, 
of  the  opinion  that  the  official  record  of  the  deceased  soldier's  military 
service  clearly  and  indisputably  establishes  the  fact  that  he  was  a  duly 
enlisted  man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  that  his 
said  service  was  terminated  by  a  discharge  which,  in  the  absence  of 
anything  to  the  contmry,  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  an  honorable 
discharge. 

The  benefits  of  the  general  pension  laws  are  extended  by  the  provi- 
sions of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  to  "any  enlisted  man,  however 
employed,  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  or  in 
its  Marine  Corps,  whether  regularly  mustered  or  not,  disabled,"  etc. ; 
and  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  a  pension, 
under  the  conditions  therein  prescribed,  for  the  widow  of  "any  officer 
or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or  Navy 
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of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was 
honorably  discharged,"  etc. 

Although  the  official  record  of  the  deceased  soldier's  service  fails  to 
indicate  the  exact  length  of  time  he  serv^ed,  or  when,  or  how  he  was 
discharged,  further  than  has  been  above  indicated,  the  testimony 
obtained  b}^  a  special  examination  of  this  case  of  officers  and  com- 
rades who  served  in  the  same  regiment  with  the  soldier  clearly  and 
satisfactorily  establishes  the  fact  that  he  did  actually  serve  therein 
under  said  enlistment  from  the  date  of  his  muster  in  until  some  time 
about  the  month  of  June,  1862,  or  even  longer,  a  much  longer  periods 
in  any  event,  than  ninety  days. 

The  record  evidence  and  the  testimony  in  this  case,  therefore, 
unquestionably  show  that  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier 
was  a  valid  and  legal  service  for  pensionable  purposes,  and  amply  suf- 
ficient to  give  this  appellant  a  pensionable  status  as  his  widow  under 
both  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  law. 

The  rejection  of  the  appellant's  claims  for  widow's  pension  upon  the 
ground  that  her  deceased  husband  was  not  in  the  military  service  of 
the  United  States  is,  therefore,  herebv  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  vou 
are  directed  to  cause  the  same  to  be  reopened,  reconsidered,  and  read- 
judicated  upon  their  merits,  accepting  the  military  service  of  the 
deceased  soldier  as  sufficient  to  give  the  appellant  a  pensionable  status 
as  his  widow,  both  under  the  provisions  of  section  4202,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, and  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  in  the  foregoing  nothing  has 
been  passed  upon  and  decided  other  than  the  question  of  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier  for  pensionable 
purposes,  all  other  questions  and  matters  pertaining  to  the  general 
merits  of  the  case  being  properly"  left  for  the  consideration  and  deter- 
mination of  the  Pension  Bureau  upon  readjudication  of  the  claims. 


deskrtiox-militauy  age-oath  of  enlistment. 
Nathan  Loeb,  alias  Nathan  Lyons. 

Appellant's  name  was  (iroppe<l  from  the  roll  on  the  gn)und  that  he  waa  a  deserter 
from  a  former  enlistment.  The  contention  is  that  he  was  under  16  years  of  age 
at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  Septeir  lx»r,  1863,  and  is  therefore  not  barret! 
on  accomit  of  such  desertion.  In  his  oath  of  enlistment  he  reiwrted  his  age  as 
18  years.     He  is  lx)und  by  this  action. 

As.sf\si(ffit  Secretary  ]^\  Z.  Camjibell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

March  26,  IDOL 

Nathan  Loeb,  alias  Nathan  Lj^ons,  was  a  member  of  Company  I, 
One  hundred  and  eight}' -eighth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  Janu- 
ary 23  to  September  25,  1805.     On  July  9,  1890,  his  name  was  placed 
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on  the  pension  roll  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from 
rheumatism  and  catarrh.  On  May  2, 1892,  he  filed  a  claim  presumably 
for  additional  pension,  alleging  chronic  diarrhea,  malarial  poisoning, 
piles,  disease  of  nervous  system,  liver,  head,  brains,  and  defective 
sight  and  hearing,  in  addition  to  the  causes  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned. This  claim  was  adjudicated  and  denied  on  May  5,  1893,  and 
at  the  same  time  the  medical  referee  recommended  the  dropping  of 
the  claimant's  name  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  a  ratable  disa- 
bilitv  had  ceased  to  exist. 

Similar  action  seems  to  have  been  taken  on  November  1, 1895.  Why 
the  claimant's  name  was  not  dropped  in  accordance  with  said  recom- 
mendation does  not  appear  from  the  record. 

On  January  15,  1897,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  on  the 
legal  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  is 
a  deserter  from  a  former  service,  and  consequently  was  not  honorably 
di.si^'harged  from  all  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

On  November  25,  1898,  the  soldier  filed  an  application  for  restora- 
tion to  the  pension  roll,  admitting  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Fifteenth 
United  States  Infantry  on  September  1-4,  1863,  and  that  he  deserted 
from  said  organization  as  charged  on  January  11,  1865.  He  further 
contends  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  a  minor  under 
the  age  of  16  years,  and  for  that  reason  such  desertion  is  no  bar  to  his 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

His  claim  for  restoration  was  denied  on  May  3, 1899,  on  the  ground 
that  he  deserted  from  Compan}^  A,  Fifteenth  United  States  Infantry 
on  January  11,  1865,  which  charge  has  never  been  removed. 

On  November  26,  1898,  he  appealed  from  the  action  of  dropping 
his  name  from  the  rolls,  and  on  June  17,  1899,  he  appealed  from  the 
rejection  of  his  claim  to  restoration,  resting  upon  the  contention  that 
he  was  a  minor  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  first  enlist- 
ment and  for  that  reason  the  act  of  desertion,  which  he  admits,  con- 
stitutes no  bar  to  pension  under  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine  (9  P.  D.,  488). 

The  claimant  swears  that  he  was  born  on  May  25, 1848.  In  support 
of  his  claim  for  restoration  was  filed  on  Januarv  6,  1899,  the  affidavit 
of  Theresa  Loeb,  who  deposes  that  she  is  the  aunt  of  the  claimant; 
that  he  was  born  about  May  25,  1848;  that  his  mother  died  in  June, 
1848,  when  he  was  about  three  weeks  old,  when  he  was  sent  to  her  to 
be  raised;  that  in  the  fall  of  1861,  when  he  was  about  13^  years  old, 
he  ran  away  from  her  and  went  out  as  a  drummer  boy  without  her 
knowledge  or  consent;  that  affiant  believes  that  claimant's  father,  who 
is  now  dead,  did  not  consent  to  his  enlistment. 

Accordmg  to  this  evidence  the  soldier  would  have  been  under  the 
age  of  16  years  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  but  it  is  contradicted 
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by  a  report  from  the  office  of  the  Adjutant-General  dated  November 
16,  1890.     In  said  report  he  is  thus  described: 

Nathan  Loab,  born  in  Claiborne,  Ala.;  aged  18  years ;  by  occupation  a  lalxirer; 
black  eyes,  h\sLck  hair,  dark  complexion,  5  feet  3  inches  high;  wasenli8te<i  Sei)teiiil>er 
14,  1868,  at  Providence,  R.  I.,  in  the  Fifteenth  United  States  Infantr>-,  and  joine«i 
Company  A,  third  battalion  of  that  regiment  December  1,  1863,  at  Fort  Adams,  R.  I. 
Muster  roll,  January  and  February,  1865,  reports  him  "deserted  January  11, 1865,  at 
Lookout  ^lountain,  Tennessee;"  a  private.  Was  a  private  during  service.  Not 
reported  Hick  on  any  muster  roll.     He  is  a  deserter  at  large. 

The  above  description  as  it  relates  to  the  age  and  place  of  birth  must 
have  been  furnished  by  the  claimant  himself,  since  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  had  the  consent  of  his  parent  or  guardian. 

On  February  13,  1862,  Congress  passed  an  act,  entitled  "'An  act 
making  an  appropriation  for  completing  the  defenses  of  Washington, 
and  for  other  purposes/' 

The  second  section  of  said  act  is  as  follows: 

And  be  it  further  mactfdf  That  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  twenty-eighth  Septem- 
ber, eighteen  hundred  and  fifty,  providing  for  the  discharge  from  the  servic*e  «jf 
minors  enlisted  without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians,  be,  and  the  same 
hereby  is,  rei>ealed :  Prorklfdj  That  hereafter  no  person  under  the  age  of  eighteen 
shall  be  mustered  into  the  United  States  service,  and  the  oath  of  enlistment  taken 
by  the  recruit  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  his  age.    ^12  Stat.  L.,  339.) 

It  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  record  above  tjuoted,  showing  the  age 
of  the  claimant  to  be  18  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  was  foimded 
upon  the  oath  of  enlistment,  and  is  thprefore  binding  upon  him.  The 
case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine,  upon  which  he  relies,  has  no  relevanc\^  here, 
since  Stine  enlisted  in  1861,  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  18(52, 
whereas  the  claimant  enlisted  after  the  passage  of  said  act.  It  is  not 
improper  to  note  in  this  connection  that  it  was  only  necessarj'  for  Stine 
to  have  shown  that  he  was  under  the  age  of  18  at  the  time  of  his  first 
enlistment,  in  18(51,  since  that  was  the  minimum  age  of  enlistment  from 
March  16, 1802,  to  July  4, 1SG4.  See  sections  1116, 1117, 1118,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  act  of  July  4,  1864,  section  5  (Stat.  L.,  380).  See  also 
section  17,  act  of  March  3,  1865  (13  Stat.  L.,  4810- 

Action  affirmed. 


desertkd  wifk-act  marcn  3,  1800-divisiox  of  pensiox— xotice 

of  appeal. 

Emily  Ellis  v.  Leroy  Ellis. 

In  ca.MeH  of  content  over  the  divij^ion  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  the 
apj)ellee  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  coi>y  thereof  and  reasonable 
time  in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  argument  in  sui)port  of  the  Bureau  action 
api)ealed  from. 

Af<i<i'Htnnt  Stct'ttary  y.  Z.  Camphtll  to  the  Commixstofif.r  of  Pensvms^ 

February  JJ,  190L 

Leroy  Ellis,  late  private  Company  B,  Eleventh  Michigan  Infantry, 
appealed  July  30,  1900,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  May  11,  1900, 
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allowing  the  deserted  wife's  claim  of  Emih^  Ellis,  filed  November  11, 
1899,  and  awarding  her  one-half  of  his  pension  (Certificate  No.  500352), 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899. 

The  papers  in  the  case  show  that  issue  was  joined  between  the  par- 
ties January  22,  1900,  at  which  date  the  soldier  filed  an  answer  to  his 
wife's  application,  in  which  he  denied  desertion,  and  also  denied  that 
his  said  wife  was  a  woman  of  good  moral  character.  Upon  the  issue 
thus  fi-amed,  considei'able  testimony  was  filed  by  both  parties,  where- 
upon your  Bureau  on  August  9,  1900,  ordered  a  special  examina- 
tion to— 

take  such  testimony  as  will  settle  beyond  question  whether  claimant  is  a  woman  of 
g»>o(l  character. 

An  examination  was  had,  and  the  testimon}-^  of  the  soldier  was  taken. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  wife  had  any  notice  of  this  special  exami- 
nation, and  her  testimony  was  not  taken,  although  recommended  by 
the  special  examiner. 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  appellee  has  been  notified  of  this 
appeal,  and  she  has  filed  no  answer  to  the  appeal  or  in  any  manner 
indicated  that  she  has  any  knowledge  thereof. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  in  cases  of  contest  over  the  division 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  the  appellee  is  entitled  to 
notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  thereof  and  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  tile  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action  appealed 
from,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  such  notice  to  the  appellee  the  appeal 
should  not  be  passed  upon  by  this  Department. 

As  there  is  no  rule  of  practice  applicable  to  this  class  of  cases  requir- 
ing service  of  notice  by  the  appellant,  this  appeal  will  not  be  dismissed, 
but  the  papei*s  are  returned  to  your  Bureau  with  the  order  that  Leroy 
Ellis,appellant,  shall  within  30  days  from  the  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this 
decision  cause  to  be  served  on  Emily  Ellis,  appellee,  or  her  duly  author- 
izt»d  attorney,  a  copy  of  his  appeal  in  this  case,  and  file  in  the  Bureau 
due  proof  of  said  service;  that  within  30  days  after  receipt  of  said 
copy  of  appeal  said  appellee  may,  either  in  person  or  by  her  attorney, 
tile  in  the  Bureau  a  brief  or  argument  in  answer  to  the  contention  of 
the  appellant,  or  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from,  where- 
upon the  papers  shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  this  Department 
for  decision  of  said  appeal. 

p.  D. — ^VOL.  11 19 


290  DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 


l>ISL,OYAL.TY— DURESS^LINE     OF    DUTY— SECmOX    4716,     liEVISEI> 

statutes. 
Lorenzo  Pruett. 

A  prisoner  of  war  who,  while  under  actual  duress  and  in  well-grrounded  fear  of  lji> 
life,  is  forced  by  his  captors  to  engage  in  mounting  field  guns  and  builclinju: 
fortifications  for  the  use  of  such  captors  in  active  hostile  operations,  and  i«  <iij*- 
abled  while  so  engaged,  without  any  free  will  on  his  part  in  such  disloyal  par- 
ticipation, is  jx^nsionable  on  account  of  such  disability. 

Ass'f\sta7if  iS^i'cretary  1^\  Z.  Campbell  to  th^  Cinninhnhmer  <tf  Peni<hnn)<^ 

March  SO,  1901, 

This  appellant,  Lorenzo  Pruett,  was  a  member,  from  March  IT,  1h64, 
to  No\  em!>er  7,  1865,  of  Company  C,  One  hundred  and  sixth  UnitcMl 
States  Colored  Infantry,  and  is  now  pensioned,  Cf^rtifieate  No.  538835, 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  $12  per  month,  on  account  of  loss 
of  left  eye,  disease  of  right  eye,  and  left  inguinal  hernia. 

On  May  10,  1886.  he  filed  a  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes  on 
account  of  said  hernia,  alleging  it  to  have  l)een  contracted  about  Sep- 
tember, 1864,  while  working  on  siege  guns  at  Mobile,  Ala.  This 
claim  wjis  first  rejected  in  October,  1889,  on  the  ground  that — 

soldier  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  the  alleged  injurj'  was  received.  It  ii*  n<»t 
admitte<l  that  a  Federal  soldier  was  in  the  line  of  duty  while  building  forte  and 
mounting  siege  guns  for  the  enemy,  even  if  he  was  a  prisoner  of  war, 

and  again  in  February,  1896,  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground 
^'that  the  soldier  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  the  alleged  rupture  of 
left  side  was  incurred,  nor  in  the  United  States  service,"  the  Comoiis- 
sioner  of  Pensions  rendering  at  that  time  the  following  written  decision 
in  proceedings  ttiken  wMth  a  view  to  determine  w^hether  the  claimant's 
present  pension  should  ])e  withdrawn  on  the  ground  of  disloyalty,  imd 
whether  the  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes  should  be  reopened: 

From  the  foregoing  statement  (made  by  the  chief  of  the  boanl  of  review  as  to  the 
factt!  in  the  case) ,  the  work  done  by  the  soldier  on  the  rebel  fortifications  wai*  not 
voluntary,  but  done  under  duresn.  The  thirty-day  notice  should  not  be  given.  The 
Holdier  sustained  rupture  or  hernia  while  engaged  in  this  work  on  the  rebel  fortifica- 
tions". This  will  give  no  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law.  Although  he  was 
force(l  to  do  the  work,  it  was  not  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  nor  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States.  While  he  will  lose  no  right**  by  it,  he  can  gain  no  credit  on  account 
of  it. 

On  November  1),  181^8,  the  claimant,  through  his  attorneys,  appealed, 
contending  that  the  alleged  hernia  should  be  held  to  have  been  con- 
tracted in  line  of  duty  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  the  soldier 
being  at  the  time  a  prisoner  of  war  and  actually  forced,  by  physical 
violence,  to  perform  the  arduous  labor  which  occasioned  his  rupture. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  fail  to  show  existence  of  hernia 


^ 
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at  any  time  during  service.  They  show,  however,  the  claimant's 
capture  September  24, 1864,  his  return  "to  duty  from  prisoner  of  war 
June  15, 1865,"  his  presence  for  duty  from  date  of  return  to  discharge, 
and  muster  out  with  his  company;  also  that  he  was  allowed  commuta- 
tion of  rations  from  September  24,  1864,  to  April  15,  1865.  Regi- 
mental hospital  records  are  not  on  file;  and  there  are  no  hospital 
records  of  Mobile,  Ala.,  where  he  alleges  he  received  hospital  treat- 
ment. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  January  7,  1889,  claimant  states  the  date  of 
incurrence  of  his  rupture  given  in  his  original  declaration  Ls  erroneous, 
the  proper  date  being  about  February  10,  1865. 

He  gives  the  following  account  of  the  manner  of  incurrence: 

While  a  prisoner  of  war  in  Mobile,  Ala.,  in  the  fall  of  1864,  it  was  the  law  of  the 
pri«<jn  authorities  that  the  prisoners  should  go  out  and  work  on  the  prison  forts,  and 
in  case  they  refused  to  work  they  were  stripped  and  whipped  until  they  would  go  to 
save  their  lives;  and  at  the  very  time  I  got  ruptured  I  was  forced  by  them  to  go  on 
the  works  and  I  was  stooping  down  holding  the  siege  gun  timbers  when  one  of  the 
guards  struck  me  such  a  blow  with  a  wood  strap  that  I  endeavored  so  hard  to  lift 
the  timber  that  it  brought  on  the  rupture,  and  1  was  then  compelled  to  go  to  the 
<U>ct<)r  for  help  and  he  got  the  rupture  back  and  put  a  truss  on  me,  and  from  that 
day  to  the  present  time  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  a  hard  day's  work. 

In  .support  of  these  allegations  there  are  filed  the  affidavits  of  two 
comrades  who  were  prisoners  with  claimant,  and  were  with  him  at  the 
time  of  incurrence,  the}^  say,  one  of  them  helping  him  to  the  surgeon's 
at  that  time.  Neither,  however,  narrates  the  particulars  of  incurrence, 
or  makes  any  mention  of  special  force  being  used  at  the  time  to  make 
the  claimant  do  this  particular  work,  as  he  alleges.  But  while  in 
prison  they  were  compelled,  they  say,  to  work  on  the  fortifications; 
and  one  adds  that  in  case  any  refused  to  work,  or  did  not  work  hard 
enough,  such  were  whipped  and  beaten. 

The  captain  of  the  company  states  that  he  knows  the  soldier  was  "of 
sound  physical  health  "  prior  to  his  capture,  and  was  broken  down  and 
disabled  on  his  return;  that  he  was  one  of  only  eight,  out  of  107,  who 
escaped  the  general  massacre  at  Athens,  })y  being  taken  prisoners; 
that  they  were  separated  in  a  day  or  two,  and  when  claimant  reported 
to  him  after  exchange  he  complained  of  a  hernia  '•  which  he  said  had 
been  brought  upon  him  by  wheeling  heavy  loads  of  dirt  at  Mobile;" 
that  soon  after  this  he,  said  captain,  was  assigned  to  staff  duty  and  saw 
no  more  of  claimant  until  discharge. 

This  evidence  would  tend  to  show  that  the  claimant's  hernia  was 
incurred  as  he  alleges,  while  he  was  a  prisoner  of  war  and  under 
immediate  physical  duress.  The  testimony  of  the  captain  as  to  claim- 
ant's statement,  on  return  from  the  prison,  of  the  manner  of  incur- 
ren<*e  differs  somewhat  from  that  of  claimant  and  of  his  other  witnesses 
as  to  incurrence;  but  notwithstanding  this  slight  conflict,  it  appears  to 
be  at  least  prima  facie  established  that  this  hernia  was  incurred  while 
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claimant  was,  under  direct  compulsion,  performing  labor  on  the  rel>el 
fortifications. 

Can  a  disability  which  is  thus  incurred  be  considered  as  having  Iwen 
incurred  in  line  of  duty  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  and  p«ni- 
sion  on  account  thereof  be  allowed  accordingly  ? 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  a  disability  so  incurred  may  be  tlius 
considered  and  such  pension  allowed. 

It  is  manifest  that,  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  held  in  18i^*K 
the  work  on  the  rebel  fortifications  stated  to  have  been  done  bv  this 
claimant  was  not  a  voluntary  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  rebellion,  and 
could  not  opei'ate  to  debar  him,  under  section  4716  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  from  his  present  pension. 

That  he  was  then  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  how- 
ever, is  unquestionable,  although  the  "service"  or  work  in  which  he 
was  at  this  time  employed  was  not  that  of  the  United  States.  The 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  his  decision  of  1896  has  evidentl}'  used 
the  phrase  in  the  latter  sense  only. 

This  claimant  being  then  an  enlisted  and  undischarged  soldier  of  the 
United  States  Army,  he  was  in  the  service  of  the  United  State«:  for 
pensionable  purposes,  and  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  show  only  that 
the  alleged  disability  was  incurred  while  he  was  in  line  of  duty  as  a 
soldier. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  he  was  in  line  of  duty  when  captured.  He 
was  taken  prisoner,  it  appears,  during  a  severe  engagement  in  which 
only  seven  others,  out  of  a  company  of  107,  thus  escaped  death,  99 
being  killed  and  8  taken  prisoners. 

It  has  uniformly  been  held  that  a  soldier  is  in  line  of  duty,  for  pension- 
able purposes,  during  his  confinement  as  a  prisoner  of  war,  if  he  was 
in  the  line  of  duty  at  the  time  he  was  captured,  and  that  he  is  pension- 
able on  account  of  any  disability  incurred  while  such  prisoner. 

It  is  unquestionable  that  a  soldier  who  conti'acts  a  disability  from 
scurvy,  for  instance,  because  of  improper  diet  furnished  him  while  he 
is  such  prisoner  of  war,  is  pensionable  on  account  of  such  disability ; 
or,  if  he  should  refuse  to  consume  such  diet  and  it  was  forced  down 
his  throat,  or  he  was  beaten  so  as  to  injure  him  physically  't  seems 
equalh'  unquestionable  that  he  would  be  pensionable  on  account  of 
such  injuries  also.  Or  if  he  should  be  shot  while  attempting  to  escape 
from  such  imprisonment,  it  can  not  be  doubted  that  he,  or  his  widow- 
in  case  of  his  death,  would  occup}'^  a  pensionable  status. 

The  distinction  between  these  plain  cases  and  the  case  of  this  claim- 
ant  is  not  clear.  lie  was,  it  appears,  actually  forced  by  physical 
violence  to  work  on  the  fortifications,  and,  when  there,  was  forced 
still  further,  by  actual  physical  violence,  to  exert  himself  to  the 
utmost  in  performing  the  work  required  of  him,  and  while  so  forced 
was  injured.     He  might,  it  is  true,  have   resisted,  but  resistance 
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meant  at  least  a  stripping  and  beating,  if  not  death;  and  he  doubtless 
knew  naught  else  to  do,  and  there  was,  probably,  from  his  statements 
at  least,  naught  else  for  him  in  prudence  to  do  than  to  perform  the 
labor  required  of  him.  That  he  performed  this  labor  ineflSciently  or 
reluctantly  may  be  presumed  from  the  fact,  as  stated  by  him,  that  he 
was  actually  beaten  while  at  the  work,  in  order  to  force  greater  exer- 
tions from  him;  and  it  was  in  consequence,  directly  and  immediately, 
of  this  added  force  that  he  ruptured  himself. 

The  vital  question  herein  is  whether  the  duress  here  alleged  and 
testified  to  was  such  as  to  exempt  this  soldier  from  the  consequences 
of  his  highly  treasonable  act  of  mounting  siege  guns  and  building 
fortifications  for  use  against  the  United  States. 

Duress,  in  law,  in  order  to  constitute  a  defense  in  a  civil  action  need 
not  be  extreme;  but  as  a  criminal  defense  it  must,  probabh' ,  be  such 
as  to  produce  a  fear  of  death  if  obedience  be  not  given,  and  must  be 
direct,  immediate,  and  impending  (10  Am.  and  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law^,  pp. 
34t^-347). 

In  the  case  of  Respublica  v,  McCarty  (2  Dallas,  Pa.,  86)^  it  was  held 
that  enlisting  or  procuring  the  enlistment  of  another  in  the  service  of 
a  country  with  which  the  United  States  is  at  w^ar  is  an  act  of  high 
treason  which  nothing  will  excuse  except  the  fear  of  death. 

And  in  United  States  v.  Haskell  (4  Wash.  C.  C,  402),  the  court  held 
that  fear,  to  excuse  a  person  participating  in  such  a  crime  as  mutinj^ 
on  a  ship,  must  be  fear  of  death — such  a  fear  as  a  man  of  ordinary 
courage  and  fortitude  miorht  vield  to. 

It  would  appear,  therefore,  that,  both  in  law  and  in  fairness  and  jus- 
tice, this  claimant  should  be  allowed  his  defense  of  duress,  and  held  to 
have  been  in  the  line  of  dutv  when  he  incurred  his  hernia.  Certainlv 
it  would  be  most  unfair  and  unjust  for  the  Government,  in  whose 
loyal  service  he  was  captured  b}^  the  enenn-,  and  thereby,  without  his 
fault,  placed  in  the  position  where,  apparently,  he  must  perforce  either 
perform  this  labor  which  resulted  in  his  disability',  or  else  suffer  death, 
now  to  deny  him  pension  on  account  of  such  disability  upon  any  legal 
te<:*hnicalitv.  His  active  lovaltv  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  was  the  direct  cause  which  placed  him  under  the  dire  circum- 
stances bv  which  he  became  thus  disabled,  without  anv  fault  on  his 
part,  unless  it  be  considered  a  fault  that  he  submitted  at  all  to  the 
requirements  of  his  captors.  But  it  appears,  it  was  submission  either 
to  these  requirements  or  to  probable  death,  and  to  a  fruitless  death  at 
that,  of  no  avail  to  his  country  in  its  peril. 

I  am  aware  that  to  hold  that  one  is  entitled  to  pension  on  account  of 
a  disability  which  is  thus  incurred  while  he  is  engaged  in  active  treason- 
able acts  directed  against  and  of  great  immediate  damage  and  injury  to 
hi.<  country  and  fellow-countrymen  is  opening  the  door,  pos.sibly,  to 
those  who  are  inclined  to  defraud,  and  that  the  granting  of  pensions 
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in  such  cases  may  influence  others  similarly  situated  in  the  future  to 
accede  more  readily  than  they  otherwise  would  to  such  requirements 
by  their  captors  to  engage  in  active  operations  against  their  own  c-oun- 
try  when  they  consider  that  they  may  receive  a  pension  on  account  of 
any  disability  incurred  while  so  engaged,  and  notwithstanding  the 
treasonable  character  of  such  operations. 

But  it  is  not  intended  hereby  to  establish  any  general  rule  for  appli- 
cation to  all  such  cases.  Each  case  must  be  decided  upon  its  own 
facts — the  necessity  under  which  the  party  acted,  his  own  good  faith 
in  the  matter,  and  all  the  attendant  circumstances  of  the  case  showing 
that  the  duress  under  which  he  was  acting  was  absolute,  certain, 
unqualihed,  and  vital;  that  he  had  a  well-grounded  fear  for  his  life, 
and  that  his  own  life  was,  in  all  probability,  at  stake. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  this  claim  should  be  submitted 
for  thorough  special  examination  in  order  to  ascertain  fulh"  all  the 
relevant  facts  and  circumstances  in  this  claimant's  case,  the  witnesses 
to  be  interrogated  specially  and  particularly  as  to  the  actual  force  used 
upon  him  in  order  to  induce  him  to  engage  in  the  labor  whereby  he 
received  his  hernia,  and  in  view  of  the  conflicting  testimony  as  to  man- 
ner of  incurrence  of  said  hernia,  also  as  to  all  the  details  of  incurrence. 

You  will  readjudicate  the  claim  accordingly,  and  return  all  papers, 
with  your  report,  upon  completion  of  such  readjudication,  for  the  final 
disposition  of  the  appeal. 


marriage— legitimacy— slaves— l.aws  of  tennessee. 

Reltjen  Burton  (father). 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  this  appellant  married  the  mother  of  the  dweajse^i 
soldier  in  the  State  of  Tenne^^ee  in  1844,  according  to  the  custom  of  slaves*:  thai 
the  deceased  soldier  was  born  of  said  marriage  in  1845,  and  was  always  known 
and  acknowledged  as  the  son  of  the  appellant;  that  the  appellant  and  the 
mother  of  soldier  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and  wife,  an<l  wer^"^ 
universally  so  known  and  recognized  from  the  date  of  their  slave  marriage  until 
the  death  of  the  latter  in  1872;  that  they  were  so  living  together  in  tlie  State  of 
Tennessee  on  ^lay  26,  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  of  said  State  making  sai«l  mar- 
riage legal  and  valid  for  all  purposes,  and  legitimizing  all  the  issue  of  such 
marriage.  There  is  no  competent  or  sufficient  evidence  in  this  case  indit-atinjr 
that  the  appellant  was  not  the  father  of  the  deceased  soldier,  and  he  shouM  Im^ 
accepted  as  such  for  i)ensionable  purposes. 

AsslMant  Secrctartj  F,  L,  CampMl  t<»  the  Coiiunlasioner  of  PmsHtn^s^ 

March  JO,  1001. 

Rueben  Burton  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  August  14,  18JM),  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  18iJ0,  as  dependent  father  of  George  Burton  (deceased), 
late  a  private  in  Company  C,  Forty-fourth  United  States  Volunteer 
Infantry,  alleging  the  death  of  said  soldier  in  line  of  duty  in  hospital 
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during  his  iiiilitaiT  service  on  October  11,  1865,  unmarried,  and  leav- 
ing no  wife  or  child  him  surviving,  the  death  of  the  mother  of  said 
soldier  on  June  5,  1872,  and  his  present  condition  of  pensionable 
dependence. 

Said  application  for  dependent  fathers  pension  was  rejected  on 
August  2, 1900,  upon  the  ground  that  said  claimant  was  not  the  natural 
father  of  the  deceased  soldier.  From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on 
February  25,  1901. 

The  official  record  of  the  deceased  soldier  s  militarv  service  shows 
that  he  enlisted  as  a  private  in  the  above-named  organization  on  ilarch 
22,  1864,  and  served  therein  until  October  11,  1865,  upon  which  date 
he  is  shown  by  the  record  to  have  died  in  hospital  at  Chattanooga, 
Tenn.  The  evidence  also  shows  that  the  soldier  was  never  married, 
and  left  no  wife  or  child  him  surviving. 

It  is  also  clearly  established  that  this  appellant  and  the  mother  of 
the  soldier  were,  prior  to  the  year  1844,  slaves  of  different  masters 
residing  on  adjoining  plantations  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  that 
in  that  year  they  were  duly  married  according  to  the  custom  of  slaves 
prevailing  in  that  State,  with  the  consent  and  approval  of  their  respec- 
tive owners,  and  by  a  colored  minister  of  the  gospel.  The  evidence 
shows  that  very  shortly  after  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  the 
mother  of  the  soldier  he  was  bought  by  the  owner  of  his  wife,  whose 
name  was  Burton,  and  thereafter  he  resided  on  the  same  plantation 
with  his  wife,  and  occupied  a  cabin  with  her  and  raised  a  family  of 
children,  and  that  he  then  adopted  the  name  of  his  new  master,  and  has 
ever  since  been  known  bv  the  name  of  Reuben  Burton.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  appellant  and  the  mother  of  the  deceased  soldier  con- 
tinued to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  and  after  the  date  of 
their  aforesaid  slave  marriage  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  latter, 
which  occurred  in  the  State  of  Illinois  in  June,  1872,  and  that  during 
all  this  period  they  were  universally  known,  acknowledged,  and  recog- 
nized as  husband  and  wife  without  question.  It  furthermore  appears 
that  they  were  so  living  and  cohabiting  together  as  husband  and  wife 
in  the  State  of  Tennessee  on  May  2^),  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature  of  that  State  legalizing  and  validating  for  all  pur])o-i(»s  the 
slave  marriages  of  all  colored  persons  in  that  State  who  were  living 
together  as  husband  and  wife  on  that  date,  and  declaring  legitimate  all 
th<»  issue  of  such  slave  marriages.  Furthermon*,  these  parties  are 
shown  to  have  lived  and  cohabited  together,  and  to  have  recoirnized 
and  acknowledged  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  after  their  enianici- 
pation  from  slavery  subse(|uent  to  the  civil  war,  up  to  thed<»ath  of  the 
mother  of  the  soldier  in  IS 72. 

A  marriage  l)etween  nlaves,  which  has  Ix'fn  ratified  after  tlio  ]>artirH  were  eii.anei- 
])ate<l,  txfcomes  a  valid  in arriajije  iii  Tennessee,  and  is  f(»ll()\ve«l  hy  all  the  Ir^al  s.'^m\- 
pe<|iieneea  resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons.  (Ser  <*ase  of  Mariraret 
Gillwrt  (8  P.  D.,  249),  and  authoritit»s  therein  eiteil.) 
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It  is  clear  that  both  by  the  statutes  and  b}'  the  delusions  of  the 
courts  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  the  slave  marriage  of  this  appellant 
and  the  mother  of  the  deceased  soldier  became  and  was  a  perfectly 
valid  and  legal  marriage,  '"followed  by  all  the  legal  consequences 
resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons,"  and  the  issue  of  said 
marriage  were  the  legitimate  children  of  said  parties.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  no  ground  exists,  under  the  undisputed  facts  of  this 
case,  for  refusing  to  accept  the  appellant  as  the  pensionable  parent  of 
the  deceased  soldier  because  of  the  nature  or  character  of  the  matri- 
monial relation  that  had  existed  between  him  and  the  mother  of  the 
soldier,  or  because  of  any  invalidity  or  illegality  of  said  marriage. 

The  exact  date  of  the  birth  of  the  deceased  soldier  does  not  appear 
from  the  evidence,  but  it  is  shown  bv  the  testimony  of  white  witnesse.-? 
of  undoubted  respectability  and  credibility — members  of  the  Burton 
family,  who  were  raised  on  the  same  plantation  with  the  soldier  and 
knew  him  all  his  life,  and  others,  near  neighbors  and  relatives  of  the 
Burtons — that  he  was  born  some  time  in  the  vear  1845,  about  a  rear 
after  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  his  mother,  and  after  the 
appellant  had  been  bought  by  Builon  and  was  living  with  the  soldier  > 
mother  as  his  wife  on  the  same  plantation.  These  same  witnesses 
testify  that  the  soldier  was  I'aised  in  the  family  of  the  appellant  as  his 
son.  went  by  his  name,  and  was  universally  known,  acknowledged, 
and  recognized  on  the  plantation  as  the  son  of  the  appellant,  and  that 
the  appellant  never  repudiated  or  denied  the  paternity  of  the  soldier. 

The  only  basis  whatever  in  the  testimony  for  the  holding  by  which 
this  case  was  rejected  consists  of  an  exceedingh'  indefinite  and  incon- 
clusive statement  I)}'  two  of  the  witnesses,  one  white  and  one  colored, 
that  there  was  some  suspicion  and  talk  among  the  negroes  on  the 
plantation  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  soldier,  and  some  dissatis- 
faction on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  the 
soldier  was  darker  in  color  than  either  the  appellant  or  his  mother, 
which  gave  rise  to  an  idle  rumor  that  the  appellant  was  not  his  father, 
but  ])oth  of  these  witnesses  state  emphatically  that  they  never  heard 
or  knew  of  the  appellant  disclaiming  or  denying  the  paternity  of  the 
soldier  at  anv  tune,  and  thev  and  all  the  other  witnesses  testifv  that 
the  appellant  always  treated  the  soldier  as  a  son,  exercised  the  author- 
ity of  a  father  over  him,  permitted  the  soldier  to  will  him  father,  and 
in  all  resjxH'ts  acknowledged  and  treated  him  as  he  did  his  other 
children. 

There  is  no  stronger  presumption  known  to  the  law  than  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  born  in  lawful  wedlock,  nor  any 
that  requires  stronger  or  more  conclasive  evidence  to  rebut  it.  It  is 
true  that  in  this  case  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  soldier  his  parents 
were  slaves  and  their  union  was  that  of  a  slave  marriage,  but  in  the 
State  of  Tennessee  a  marriage  between  slaves,  celebrated  according  to 
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custom  and  with  the  consent  of  their  respective  owners,  nas  always 
l>een  held  a  valid  marriage,  but  not  followed  by  all  the  legal  conse- 
quences resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons  (Margaret 
GiJI^eil,  supra).  Here  such  a  marriage  was,  by  statute,  fully  and  com- 
pletely legalized  and  validated  for  all  purposes,  and  the  legal  presump- 
tion of  the  legitimacy  of  the  soldier  and  the  paternity  of  the  appellant 
is  just  as  strong  and  just  as  difficult  to  rebut  in  this  instance  as  though 
the  parents  of  the  soldier  had  been  free  white  persons,  duly  married 
by  ceremony  and  license  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
law  of  Tennessee. 

Even  if  it  had  been  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  appellant  had 
continuously  and  persistenth^  denied  the  paternity  of  the  soldier,  such 
denial  could  not  be  alone  accepted  as  sufficient  to  rebut  and  overcome 
the  presumption  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  soldier,  and  when,  as  is  found 
to  l>e  the  case  in  this  instance,  there  is  no  testimony  worthy  of  the 
name  of  evidence  indicating  that  the  appellant  was  not  the  father  of 
the  soldier,  there  is  no  valid  reason  whatever  for  refusing  to  accept 
him  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes  or  that  can  be  urged  in  justifica- 
tion or  support  of  the  ground  upon  which  this  claim  for  pension  stands 
rejected. 

The  rejection  of  said  application  for  a  dependent  father's  pension 
uf>on  the  ground  stated  is  therefore  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside  and 
you  are  directed  to  cause  said  claim  to  be  reopened  and  readjudicated 
on  its  merits,  accepting  the  appellant  as  the  father  of  the  deceased 
soldier  for  pensionable  purposes. 


DEPENDENCE— LAAVS  OF  MICHIGAN— HUSBAND  AND  ^VIFE. 

Thomas  Garner  (father). 

The  appellant  obtains  a  comfortable  support  from  a  fann  on  whicli  he  resides  with 

his  wife  an<i  son,  the  title  to  said  farm  beintr  in  the  wife, 
//r  /</,  While  section  6295,  Statutes  of  Mic^hi^n,  allows  the  wife  to  hold  and  convey 

property  free  from  interference  and  joinder  by  her  husband,  yet  the  said  statutes 

do  not  deprive  the  husband  of  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  a 

right  belonging  to  him  under  the  common  law. 

Aff-siMarU  Secretary  J^\  L.  Cdinphell  to  tlie   Commissi o)u*r  of  PinnlonH^ 

April  12,  190  L 

Thomas,  as  dependent  father  of  Phineas  D.  Garner,  formerly  a  pri- 
vate in  Company  H,  First  Michigan  Volunteer  Light  Artillery,  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  general  law  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  27,  18i)0, 
was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  May  19,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  nonde- 
pendency.     An  appeal  from  said  action  wjus  filed  on  November  29, 1898. 

The  testimony  taken  at  the  special  examination  in  this  case  shows  that 
the  appellant  herein  became  a  pensioner  after  the  death  of  the  soldier's 


298  DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 

mother.  The  appellant,  together  with  his  wife,  live  upon  a  farm  of 
120  acres,  in  a  good  farming  district  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  and 
the  said  farm  appears  to  he  managed  largeh%  that  is  so  far  as  the  prac- 
tical management  is  concerned,  by  a  son  of  appellant  and  his  present 
wife.  The  title  to  this  farm  is  in  the  appellant's  wife,  and  has  l)een  for 
the  last  twent}^  yeai-s.  It  is  (claimed  that  the  wife  purchased  it  with 
her  own  money,  but  said  title  had  previously  been  in  appellant.  The 
famil}'  live  upon  this  farm,  and  although  there  has  l)een  an  attempt 
made  to  show  that  the  son  rents  it  for  two-thirds  of  the  product,  yet 
the  wife  admits  that  there  is  no  writing  regarding  this  matter,  and  it  ic* 
apparent  that  the  three  persons  mutually  enjoy  the  profits.  The  apjx*l- 
lant  has  but  little  personal  property,  probabl}'  not  over  $3<K)  all  told, 
and  it  is  claimed  that  inasmuch  as  the  wife  has  the  title  to  the  fami, 
and  is  not  legally  bound  to  support  her  husband,  the  appellant  is  within 
the  terms  of  the  statute. 

There  is  some  little  evidence  which  tends  to  show  that  the  title  to  thi.s 
farm  was  put  in  the  name  of  the  wife  for  ulterior  purposes.  Whether 
this  is  true  or  not  is  of  l)ut  little  matter.  The  ac^t  of  Feburay  13, 
1855,  passed  by  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Michigan,  gives  the 
wife  the  right  to  hold  property  and  to  convey  said  property  free  from 
interference  or  joinder  by  her  husband  (section  6295,  How.,  An.  Stat, 
of  Mich.).  There  is  nothing,  however,  in  the  statutes  of  Michigan 
which  deprives  the  huslmnd  of  the  enjoj'ment  of  the  use  of  said  real 
estate  or  of  the  right  to  live  thereupon  and  obtain  his  maintenance 
therefrom  the  same  as  he  might  under  the  common  law.  He  can  not 
interfere  with  his  wife's  disposal  of  her  real  estate;  but  so  long  as  the 
wife  of  this  appellant  makes  her  home  upon  this  farm,  by  reason  of 
her  title  thereto,  just  so  long  has  this  appellant  the  right  to  live  uix>n 
the  same  piece  of  property,  enjoy  its  use,  and  obtain  his  maintenance 
therefrom. 

It  is  contended  in  the  apjx^al  that  the  property  is  not  productive 
enough  to  rend(»r  the  appellant  and  his  wife  a  support;  such  a  conten- 
tion, however,  is  not  true  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  con- 
cerned, and  the  appellant  admits  that  if  he  has  l)een  in  need  of  a 
comfortiiblc  living  he  has  not  know^n  it. 

It  is  true  that  the  wife  is  not,  in  a  technical  sense,  bound  to  con- 
tribute to  the  support  of  her  husl)arid.  Nevertheless,  if  the  wife  has 
not  alienated  her  estate,  but  lives  thereon  and  obtains  her  support  there- 
from, her  hus])and  has  the  common  law  right  to  also  live  upon  said 
real  estate  and  obtain  his  support  therefrom.  (Snyder  r.  People.  2(> 
Mich.,  lOS.) 

It  having  been  shown  that  this  appellant  is  not  without  mean>  of 
sup})ort  other  than  his  own  labor  or  the  contri})utions  of  othc»rs  not 
legalh'  bound  for  such  support,  he  is  not   vithin  the  statute. 

Action  affirmed. 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO   PENSIONS.  299 

reratixg— rate— disability— evidexce. 
Aloxzo  C.  Veale  (widow  completing). 

Title  to  rerating  becomes  clear  only  when  it  appears  manifest  from  the  evidence  in 
the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  waa  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or  fact, 
but  adjudications  long  since  made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly  using 
their  discretionary  judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be  disturbed 
for  light  and  transient  causes;  and  in  this  case,  thirty  years  having  clasped  since 
first  allowance  of  pension,  and  increase  under  many  examinations,  the  rates  fixed 
will  not  be  disturbed. 

Assistant  Sec7'eta7'y  F,  X.  Campbell  to  tJie  CmnmisHioner  of  Pens'nmi<^ 

April  m,  1901. 

Alonzo  C.  Veale,  late  private,  Company  D,  Sixty-second  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration  for  rerating  his  pension  under 
the  general  law  December  3,  1896,  alleging  that  the  ratings  granted 
him  from  the  first  allowance  to  the  last  were  not  commensurate  with 
the  degree  of  disability  from  pensioned  causes.  This  claim  was 
rejected  October  1,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  apparent 
injustice  in  former  ratings. 

November  30,  1898,  the  claimant,  by  his  attorney,  filed  an  appeal 
from  the  above  action  of  rejection,  alleging  as  grounds  therefor  that 
an  injustice  bad  been  done  the  claimant  in  the  ratings  that  had  been 
given  him.  In  the  appeal  the  attorne}^  complains  that  an  increase 
claim  filed  October  7,  1898,  was  rejected  by  letter  to  him  under  date 
of  October  12,  1898,  without  examination.  It  is  true  a  letter  from  the 
Bureau  was  written  tiie  attorney  on  the  date  named,  stating  that  the 
increase  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  of  $17  was  com- 
mensurate, etc.  This  was  clearly  an  inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the 
Bureau,  because  the  increase  claim  filed  as  aforesaid  has  never  been 
adjudicated,  and  no  judgment  has  been  rendered  thereon.  It  was 
pending  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  soldier,  and  when  the  Bureau 
ordered  an  examination  thereunder  the  order  was  received  bv  the 
board  of  surgeons  after  the  decease  aforesaid. 

Therefore  this  appeal  raises  the  question  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
ratings  given  the  soldier  to  his  degree  of  disability  from  pensioned 
causes  since  his  first  allowance,  February  19,  1866. 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  at  Jt^2  per  month  from  February  19,  1S66, 
for  headache,  result  of  sunstroke;  a  reissue  was  granted  to  include 
chronic  diarrhea  and  resulting  ana?mia  at  $4  from  February  19,  ls*)6; 
J?6  from  September  5,  18S3;  increased  to  ^8  from  November  23,  18S7; 
reissue  to  include  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart  and  dis- 
ase  of  mouth,  result  of  scurvy,  at  $16,  from  Januarj'  23,  18S9,  and 
$17  from  October  4,  1896. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  attorney  in  his  appeal  declared  that 
claimant  (soldier)  was  entitled  to  the  grade  rate  of  }s>24  and  a  propor- 
tionate increase  of  all  ratines  sriven. 
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Thirty  years  after  the  first  allowance  of  pension  comes  this  appel- 
lant asking  for  a  disturbance  of  ratings  made  during  the  whole  of  that 
period  and  under  many  examinations.  Under  the  decisions  of  the 
Department  his  title  to  such  rerating  becomes  clear  when  it  appears 
manifest  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or  fact,  but  adjudications  long  since 
made  by  ofiicers  of  the  Government  fairly  using  their  discretionary 
judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be  disturbed  for  lig'ht 
and  transient  causes.  Andrew  Stmnahan  (5  P.  D.,  199);  Jackson  Mar- 
tin (7  P.  D.,  265);  Harrison  H.  Mason  (4  P.  D.,  244). 

It  must  appear  from  the  face  of  the  medical  certificates,  made  at  the 
time,  that  the  ratings  given  were  manifestly  inadequate  to  the  degree 
of  disability  objectively  shown  by  such  certificates  before  the  ratings 
thereunder  should  be  disturbed.  Affidavits  of  laymen,  and  even  of 
medical  men,  made  long  after  the  date  of  the  certificates  which  were 
the  foundation  of  the  ratings  given,  clearly  should  not  be  heai*d  in 
impeachment  of  them.  To  allow  this  would  be  to  transcend  all  those 
principles  of  evidence  which  experience  and  legal  acumen  have  dic- 
tated, and  place  the  uncertainties  and  treacheries  of  memory  on  a 
higher  plane  than  the  writen  records  of  sworn  officers. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  medical  certificates  in  this  case,  read 
in  the  light  thrown  on  them  by  the  lay  and  medical  testimony  in  the 
record,  fails  to  show  any  injustice  to  the  legal  or  equitable  rights  of 
the  soldier. 

The  first  medical  certificate  in  1881  discloses  no  apparent  disability 
above  one-fourth,  or  a  ^2  rate;  the  second,  in  1883,  gave  him  one-half 
total  disability,  or  $6;  that  of  1885  objectively  shows  no  disability 
except  anaemia;  that  of  1887  gives  a  $6  rate  from  all  causes,  and  the 
objective  conditions  disclosed  do  not  seem  to  warrant  that  rating;  in 
the  fall  of  1887  another  board  finds  a  $12  rating  with  but  few  described 
o]>jective  conditions;  in  1889  the  board  gives  a  $12  I'ating  from  all 
caus(\s;  in  1891  a  board  finds  but  an  $8  rating  from  pensioned  disa- 
bilities after  an  apparently  most  thorough  examination;  the  examina- 
tion of  1894  does  not  disclose  o>)jective  conditions  that  seem  to  war- 
rant a  rate  higher  than  was  gninted;  the  last  examination,  in  1896, 
apparently  ordered  as  a  result  of  the  claim  for  rerating,  does  not  show 
dis}ii)ility  in  excess  of  a  $17  rate  from  pensioned  causes. 

The  above  is,  in  brief,  the  record  evidence  in  the  case  aside  from  a 
large  number  of  affidavits  filed  at  different  dates.  There  is  certainly 
nothing  appearing  on  the  face  of  these  certificates  that  indicate  in  any 
degree  that  the  Bureau  acted  under  a  mistake  of  law  or  fact.  It  acted 
within  the  scope  of  its  authority  and  seems  to  have  exercised  wisely 
and  fairly  the  discretion  vested  in  it,  and  under  the  law  and  decisions 
of  the  Department  the  action  appealed  from  should  be,  and  is  hereby* 
affirmed. 
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evioence— death  cause— attending  physician. 
Margaret  Lalone  (widow). 

It  is  contended  in  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of 
August  11,  1900,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,92),  and  in  the  case  of  Minnie  Shuttleworth 
(3  P.  D.,50),  respectively,  should  govern  in  this  case. 

Held:  That  in  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited — ^to  the  effect  that  the  medical 
referee's  opinion  must  "have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven 
upon  which  to  hs^se  it,"  before  it  can  be  accepted  in  preference  to  "  the  diagnosis 
made  and  the  opinion  expressed  "  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his 
last  illness  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter's  death — it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  Department  to  place  any  restrictions  upon  the  official  acts  of  the  medical 
officers  of  the  Bureau  which  should  not  equally  apply  to  the  medical  evidence 
filed  in  such  cases,  and  that  inasmuch  as  no  other  good  or  sufficient  reason  is 
shown  why  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises  should  be  receded  from 
the  pending  motion  in  the  case  is  overruled. 

Ansiistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

April  9,  1901. 

On  September  28,  1900,  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  August  11, 1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the 
general  law  of  Margaret,  widow  of  Joseph  Lalone,  formerly  a  private 
in  Company  A,  First  Wisconsin  Heavy  Artillery,  which  decision 
affirmed  the  rejection  of  said  claim  by  the  Bureau,  was  filed  at  this 
Department  by  the  attorneys  for  the  claimant. 

As  was  stated  in  such  departmental  decision,  the  rejection  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  widow's  said  claim  was  affirmed  on  the  ground  that — 

The  soldier's  death  from  uraemia,  consecutive  upon  hypertrophy  of  the  prostate 
gland  and  resulting  cystitis — from  retention  of  urine — can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to 
malarial  fever  of  record,  or  as  otherwise  due  to  the  military  service. 

The  pending  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  the  said  decision  is 
based  on  the  ground  of  the  following  alleged  ^'specific  errors:" 

1.  Error  in  the  premises  set  up  in  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee*,  on  which 
oi)imon  the  rejection  of  this  claim  is  based,  and  resulting  error  in  the  deduction 
drawn  from  such  premises. 

2.  Error  of  fact  in  holding  that  the  partial  paralysis  of  the  abdominal  muscles,  from 
which  the  record  show^s  soldier  to  have  suffered,  was  not  a  factor  in  the  fatal  result. 

3.  Error  of  law  in  the  rejection  of  said  claim. 

Accompanying  the  said  motion,  and  in  support  thereof,  is  a  brief  of 
the  attorneys  for  the  appellant,  wherein  the  material  points  presented 
for  consideration  in  the  premises  are  quite  full}' set  forth,  and  in  which 
it  is  argued  that  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of 
Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92)  that^ 

The  diagnosis  made  and  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  surgeons  who  attended  and 
treated  the  soldier  in  his  la«t  illness  are  acxiepted  in  preference  to  the  theory  of  the 
medical  referee  as  conclusive  evidence  showing  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death — 
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the  appellant's  said  claim  should  be  allowed  upon  the  testimony  of  the 
medical  attendant  of  her  late  husband  to  the  effect  that  owing  to  ''the 
paralyzed  condition  of  the  abdominal  muscles"  of  the  decedent  the 
function  of  micturition  was  interfered  with,  thereby  causing  retention 
of  urine,  with  resulting  cj'stitis,  followed  by  uraemic  poison  and  death. 
This  argument  is,  apparently,  based  upon  the  theory  of  the  said  attor- 
neys that  the  said  alleged  ''paralyzed  condition"  of  the  soldier's 
abdominal  muscles  was  a  result  of  the  right  hemiplegia  for  which  he 
was  at  one  time  pensioned  under  the  general  law,  but  which  pension 
was  afterwards  made  to  terminate  by  reason  of  certain  facts  havintr 
been  brought  to  light  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau,  showed 
that  the  soldier  had  erroneously  been  pensioned  for  said  paralysis  of 
right  side. 

It  is  also  argued  b}^  the  attorneys  for  the  appellant  that — 

*  *  *  under  the  practice  of  the  Department  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  tliat  where 
the  cause  of  service  origin  contributes  in  any  degree  to  the  fatal  result,  the  widow  of 
the  soldier  is  entitled  to  a  pension; 

and  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Alma  Niedhammer  (8  P.  D.,  27f>) 
is  invoked  in  the  premises. 

*  *  *  As  to  the  soldier's  title  to  a  pension  for  paralysis  of  right  side  from 
malaria  for  which  he  was  granted  second  grade  rating  ($»30  per  month)  it  must  l.te 
admitted,  from  an  examiiiation  of  the  record  in  this  caae,  in  connection  with  the  decii?- 
ion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  rendered  November  30. 1896,  that  as  the 
Government  i)en8ioned  the  soldier  for  paralysis,  the  result  of  malaria,  contracted  in 
the  service,  and  then  alleged  that  such  paralysis  was  not  due  to  such  cause,  and 
endeavored  to  establish  the  contrary  and  failed  in  its  proof;  and  the  Supreme  Court 
having  held  that  it  had  so  failed,  such  question  is  res  adjudicata.  This  being 
true,  *  *  *  it  having  been  settled  that  the  soldier's  paralysis  was  the  result  of 
the  disease  contracted  by  him  during  his  military  service,  and  he  having  died  there- 
from, his  widow  was  clearly  entitled  to  a  pension. 

Relative  to  the  aforesaid  argument  or  contention,  that  the  allowance 
of  this  appellant's  claim  upon  the  testimony  of  the  medical  attendant 
of  the  soldier  during  the  letter's  fatal  illness  is  warranted  under  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D., 
92),  it  is  noted  that  although  the  said  physician  testified  that  the  soldier  s 
''  abdominal  muscles  were  partially  pai'alyzed,"  he  also  said  that  he  was 
"'  unable  to  state  "  whether  or  not  ''  there  was  any  connection  between 
the  paralysis  of  right  side  and  the  partial  paralysis  of  abdominal  mus- 
cles." In  this  connection  it  is  deemed  proper  to  state  that  '*thc 
muscles  of  the  trunk  are  very  slighth^  affected  in  hemiplegia,  although 
in  the  early  stiiges  some  disturbance  may  be  noticed."  (Dana.)  *'  This/' 
says  the  same  authority — 

is  due  to  the  physiological  law  that  all  muscles  which  act  8ynchn)nously  ujwn  sym- 
metrical parts  'Are  innervated  by  each  side  of  the  brain.  Thus  the  respiratory  nuia- 
cles  of  the  chest  and  alxlomen  are  innervated  on  each  side  by  centers  in  ea<*h  half  of 
the  brain,  and  when  the  center  in  one  cerebral  hemisphere  is  destroyed  the  function 
is  assumed  bv  the  center  on  the  other  side. 
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Osier  savs: 


Certain  nms<*lerf  escape  in  hemiplegia,  particularly  those  associated  in  Bymmetrical 
nicivementi*,  a>?  the  thoracic  and  abdominal  muscles. 

Neither,  as  a  rule,  are  the  sphincters — either  vesical  or  rectal — of  a 
hemiplegic  involved  in  any  way  in  the  paralysis. 

Furthermore,  when  either  of  the  said  sphincters  is  involved  in  a  case 
of  paralysis,  as  may  occur  in  paralysis  due  to  a  lesion  of  the  spinal 
cord,  there  is  incontinence  rather  (han  retention  of  the  urine  or  of  the 
feces,  as  the  case  mav  be. 

That  the  contraction  of  the  abdominal  muscles  does,  to  a  certain 
extent,  assist  in  the  expulsion  of  the  urine  from  the  bladder  can  not 
be  denied;  but,  as  shown  in  the  advisory  opinion  qf  the  medical  ref- 
eree, dated  July  12,  1900,  upon  this  point,  the  action  of  the  said  mus- 
cles is  merelv  an  accessorv  and  not  an  essential  feature  in  the  act  of 
micturition.  And,  as  tending  to  show  the  unimportant  part  played  by 
the  said  muscles  in  the  function  of  micturition,  it  is  safe  to  state  that 
the  firm  contraction  of  the  same,  even  in  their  normal  state,  would  not 
be  sufficient  to 'overcome  an  obstruction  at  the  neck  of  the  bladder 
caused  by  a  greatly  enlarged  prostate  with  retention  of  urine,  and  in 
which  event  it  would  become  necessary  to  use  a  catheter  or  other  arti- 
ficial means  to  empty  said  viscus. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  going  to 
show  the  existence  at  any  time  of  any  form  of  pai*alysis  of  the  soldier's 
abdominal  muscles,  except  the  mere  statement  of  his  attending  physi- 
cian that  there  was  a  '^partial  paralysis"  of  these  muscles  prior  to  his 
death,  although  he  (the  affiant)  was  unable  to  state  whether  or  not  such 
condition  was  due  to  the  right  hemiplegia,  for  which  the  decedent  had 
been  at  one  time  pensioned  under  the  general  law. 

In  view  of  the  facts  alx)ve  set  forth  it  must  be  held  that  the  afore- 
said argument  of  the  attorneys  in  the  case  to  the  effect  that  the  rule 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92)  applies  equally 
to  the  case  at  bar,  is  whoU}-  untenable.  And,  for  the  same  reasons, 
the  argument  or  contention  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  cases  of 
Mary  A.  Cox  (3  P.  D.,  313),  and  Alma  Niedhammer  (8  P.  D.,276), 
and  in  analogous  cases,  should  govern  in  this  case,  is  equally  untenable. 

In  referring  to  the  aforesaid  advisory  opinion  of  the  medical  referee, 
in  the  premises,  the  attorneys  state  that  — 

*    *     *    Huch  opinion  is  properly  tlie  subject  of  analysis  and  full  consideration  of 
the  reasons  priven  therein  f<jr  the  conclusions  reached. 

And,  in  this  connection,  cite  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Minnie 
bhuttlewoilh  (3  P.  D.,  50)  that— 

While  the  opinion  of  the  mwlical  referee  is  justly  entitled  to  great  weight  in 
<letennining  questions  of  a  medical  character  in  a  jwnsion  claim,  such  oi)ini()n  should 
have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  ui)on  which  to  base  it  before 
it  should  be  so  entitled  or  l>e  j)ermitte<l  to  control. 
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As  in  the  rule  in  the  case  just  cited,  the  medical  referee's  opinion 
must  ''have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  ujx^u 
which  to  base  it/'  before  it  can  be  allowed  to  control;  so,  also,  was  it 
the  intent  of  the  Department  in  the  rule  promulgated  in  the  Brown 
case,  hereinbefore  cited,  and  in  analogous  cases,  that  certain  restric- 
tions and  requirements  were  to  be  put  upon  ''the  diagnosis  made  and 
the  opinion  expressed"  b}'  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  hi-» 
last  illness  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter's  death,  and  that  such 
restrictions  and  requirements  were  to  be  complied  with  or  fulfilled 
before  such  diagnosis  and  opinion  would  be  accepted  as  conclusive 
evidence  as  to  said  death  cause. 

The  superior  value  of  a  medical  diagnosis  and  opinion  that  is  l>a>ed 
upon  actual  conditions  manifested  before  the  observer,  rather  than 
one  formulated  upon  theory  or  speculation  as  to  probabilities,  is  fully 
recognized  and  appreciated  by  this  Department;  but  to  hedge  around 
the  official  acts  of  the  medical  referee  with  a  "Chinese  wall''  on  the 
one  hand,  and  then  leave  the  gates  wide  open,  on  the  other  hand,  for 
the  admission,  and  acceptance  as  final,  of  the  arbitrary  and  unsup- 
ported professional  opinion  or  theory  advanced  by  the  attending  phy- 
sician of  a  soldier,  would  be  manifestly  inconsistent,  and  impropc>r  as 
well.  Especially  is  this  true  when,  as  not  infrequently  happen.»s,  the 
testimony  of  seveml  physicians  is  filed  in  a  given  c^ise,  and  it  is  dis- 
covered that  no  two  of  them  describe  the  same  objective  conditions, 
diagnosticate  the  same  cause  of  disability,  or  express  the  same  opin- 
ion about  any  essential  feature  of  the  case;  and,  also,  that  at  times 
either  a  part  or  all  of  the  said  testimony  is  in  direct  conflict  with  well- 
established  laws  of  physiology  and  pathology. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  argument  of  the  attorneys  upon  this 
pomt  was  predicated  upon  what  seemed  to  be — from  their  standpoint- 
valuable  medical  evidence,  and  in  line  with  the  rules  cited  bv  them, 
notwithstanding  its  real  inherent  weakness  and  incompetency',  as 
herein  demonstrated,  there  appeal's  to  have  been  more  or  less  justifi- 
cation on  their  part  for  the  contentions  set  up,  the  error  of  which 
should  now  be  apparent. 

And  that  the  final  argument  of  the  aforesaid  attorneys  in  the  prem- 
ises to  be  considered  is  error,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  record  in  the 
case.  It  is  contended  in  the  pending  motion  for  reconsideration  of 
former  departmental  action  in  the  case  that  inasnmch  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  rendered  a  decision  on  November  30, 181^»). 
in  which  it  was  ''settled  that  the  soldier's  pamlysis  was  the  result  of 
disease  contracted  by  him  during  his  military  service,"  that  'Ssuch 
question  is  res  adjudicata;"  and  it  is  then  contended  that  "he  having 
died  therefrom  his  widow  is  entitled  to  a  pension." 

A  similar  contention  was  set  up  in  the  appeal  filed  February  8, 1900, 
by  the  said  attorneys  in  the  case,  and  in  passing  upon  the  same  it  was 
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stated  in  former  departmental  decision,  of  which  a  copy  was  furnished 

the  appellant,  that — 

The  case  was  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  in  a  deci- 
sion rendered  October,  1896,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckhani,  it  was  held  that  the 
evidence  in  the  case  failed  to  sustain  the  contention  of  the  Government  that  fraud 
had  been  committed.  The  court  did  not  decide  that  the  paralysis  was  a  result  of 
malaria  or  of  his  military  service,  although  it  is  contended  in  the  appeal  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  to  the  effect  that  the  paralysis  with  which  the 
soldier  suffered  was  due  to  his  military  service;  and  that  an  opinion  from  such  high 
authority  should  control  the  Department  in  disposing  of  the  claim. 

The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  referred  to  was  delivered  Novem- 
ber 30,  1896,  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  at  the  October  term  of  said 
court,  in  consequence  of  an  appeal  taken  to  that  tribunal  by  the 
soldier  from  a  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Wisconsin,  in  a  suit  in  equit}^  brought  by  the 
United  States  to  recover  back  all  moneys  paid  the  defendant  in  said 
suit  upon  the  granting  of  his  application  for  a  pension  on  account  of 
right  hemiplegia,  alleged  to  have  been  of  service  origin,  which  deci- 
sion had  sustained  the  contention  of  the  Government  that  the  said 
pension  had  been  obtained  through  the  fraudulent  acts  and  represen- 
tations of  the  defendant. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  Government  sought  to  recover  the 
amount  paid  the  soldier  on  his  certificate  of  pension  was  that  the 
cause  of  disability  upon  which  he  had  been  gmnted  such  pension, 
namely,  paralysis  of  right  side,  was  due  to  and  resulted  from  an  acci- 
dent incurred  subsequent  to  the  date  of  his  discharge  from  the  Army; 
and,  therefore,  that  his  concealment  of  the  incurrence  of  such  accident 
and  its  results,  and  allegation  that  his  puTalysis  of  right  side  was  due 
to  his  military  service  constituted  a  f  mud. 

Inasmuch  as  the  said  suit  in  e(iuity  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  United 
States,  the  injunction  prayed  for  by  the  Government  l>eing  granted, 
and  the  soldier's  name  being  dropped  from  the  rolls,  he  took  his  afore- 
said appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court;  but  the  only  question  decided  by 
the  latter  tribunal  was  the  one  of  alleged  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  in  securing  a  pension  in  the  manner  stated,  which  question 
involved  the  alleged  right  of  the  Government  to  recover  the  amount 
theretofore  paid  the  pensioner,  but  did  not  affect  his  alleged  title  to  a 
pension. 

The  decision  of  the  lower  court  that  the  Government  did  have  such 
alleged' right  to  recover  all  moneys  paid  the  appellant  was  reversed 
by  the  higher  court  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  upon 
which  the  charge  of  fraud  was  based  was  not  sufficiently  "clear  and 
satisfactory."    And  it  was  held  that — 

A  mere  preponderance  of  evidence  which  at  the  same  time  is  vague  and  amhigiious, 
18  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  of  fraud,  and  will  not  sustain  a  judgment  baaed 
on  such  finding. 

*P.  D. — VOL.  11 i^O 
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It  is  true  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  relative  to  the  varioaslv 
alleged  originating  causes  of  the  paralysis  for  which  the  soldier  had 
originally  been  granted  a  pension  was  discussed  at  some  length  in  the 
aforesaid  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  premises,  but  it  is  also 
true  that  the  said  court  did  not  undertake  to  determine  whether  the 
said  paralysis  was  due  to  the  appellaut^s  military  service,  as  he  claims, 
or  to  the  accident  which  he  is  shown  to  have  incurred  subsequent  to 
his  discharge  from  such  service,  as  is  asserted  by  the  Bureau. 

The  following  and  concluding  paragraph  of  the  said  decision  shows 
this  fact  quite  clearly: 

It  may  l)e  somewhat  doubtful  aa  to  what  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the  pandyeis 
from  which  the  defendant  suffered  and  from  which  he  is  now  suffering  and  probably 
will  suffer  to  the  end.  That  he  is  almost  completely  helpless  and  has  been  all  these 
years  is  not  doubted.  The  trial  court,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  it,  only  went  ao 
far  as  to  say  that  on  the  whole  that  it  was  satisfied  that  the  Government  had  a  pre- 
ponderance oi  evidence  that  the  pension  was  obtained  fraudulently  and  the  money 
paid  on  it  should  be  recovered  back.  This  mere  preponderance,  as  we  have  seen, 
is  not  sufficient  in  such  a  case.  The  decree  of  the  Government  must,  therefore, 
be  reversed  and  the  case  remanded  to  the  circuit  court  with  directions  to  dismiss 
the  bill. 

Furthennore,  if  the  Supreme  Court  had  decided  that  the  evidence 
in  the  case  established  the  service  origin  of  the  said  paralysis,  it  would 
have  been  incuml)ent  upon  the  Bureau  to  have  restored  the  soldier's 
name  to  the  pension  rolls,  under  the  general  law,  for  such  caiuse  of 
disability,  but  no  such  action  was  ever  taken,  and  the  aforesaid  action 
of  dropping  the  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  has  never  been  over- 
ruled, so  that,  as  the  case  now  stands,  there  is  no  legal  approval  for 
right  hemiplegia  as  of  service  origin.  Had  the  soldier's  name  been 
restored  to  the  rolls  under  the  general  law  for  said  cause  of  disability, 
it  would,  however,  have  been  of  benefit  only  to  the  pensioner  himself, 
and  would  serve  no  good  purpose  in  the  widow's  claim,  for,  as  above 
shown,  no  connection  whatever  between  the  said  paralysis  of  right 
side  and  the  uremic  poisoning  which  caused  the  soldier's  death  could 
possibl}^  have  taken  place  in  the  manner  alleged. 

The  questions  raised  in  this  case  by  the  attorney  for  the  appellant 
have  been  thus  discussed  at  some  length  in  order  that  it  might  be 
made  apparent  to  all  concerned*  that  the  contentions  set  up  were  not 
well  founded  in  fact  and  that  no  injustice  was  done  in  the  premises. 

For  the  reasons  herein  stated  former  departmental  decision  in  the 
case  is  hereby  adhered  to,  and  the  motion  for  the  reconsideration  and 
reversal  of  the  same  is  overruled. 
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PATHOIX>GICAT^  SEQUENCE-CAUSE  OF  DISABILJTY. 

George  W.  Mowery. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  shows  the  condition  of  appellant's  eyes,  on 
account  of  which  he  claims  a  pension,  is  due  to  congenital  refractive  errors  and 
not  to  his  military  service,  and  that  the  rejection  of  his  claim  under  the  general 
law  was  therefore  correct. 

Action  affirmed. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Cmnpbdl  to  the  Comviissioner  of  Pensions^ 

April  IS,  1901. 

This  appellant,  George  W.  Mowery,  late  private  of  Ninth  Battery 
Wisconsin  Volunteer  Light  Artillery,  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  at  $6  per  month  for  disease  of  e3'^es,  neuralgia  of  head, 
and  pharyngitis.  His  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  by  the  action 
of  the  lK)ard  of  revision,  after  due  notice,  on  April  15,  1895,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  ratably  disabled  for  earning  a  support  by 
manual  labor  under  said  act. 

In  October,  1897,  he  filed  a  claim  under  the  general  law,  and 
alleged  that  he  was  disabled  by  disease  of  eyes,  which  he  had  con- 
tracted during  his  military  service.  This  claim  was  rejected  on 
August  21,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  ratable  disability 
from  disease  of  eyes  after  excluding  refractive  errors  not  due  to  the 
service. 

The  appellant,  by^  his  attorney,  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action  on 
December  11,  1899,  and  alleged  that  it  was  erroneous,  because  he  is 
disabled  from  any  kind  of  labor  which  requires  close  application  of 
sight. 

The  appellant  was  examined  by  a  specialist  of  the  Bureau  on  April 
16,  1898,  whom  he  told  that  he  was  a  printer  by  trade,  and  was  able 
to  perform  but  little  work  because  of  his  impaired  vision. 

The  surgeon  found  on  examination  that  there  was  congenital  hyper- 
metropia,  astigmatism  of  the  right  eye,  with  fifteen-seventieths  vision 
uncorrected,  but  when  corrected  by  the  proper  glass  the  vision  was 
fifteen-twentieths;  that  in  the  left  eye  there  was  congenital  hyper- 
metropia  with  fifteen-seventieths  vision  uncorrected,  but  when  cor- 
rected by  the  use  of  a  +  2.25  diopter  spherical  lens  the  vision  was 
fifteen-twentieths,  which  shows  that  after  correction  of  the  congenital 
refractive  errors  the  vision  in  each  eye  was  practically  normal.  There 
was  no  disease  of  the  internal  structures  of  the  eyes,  but  the  con- 
junctivae were  reddened  and  slightly  inflamed  and  tender  from  eye- 
strain, because  of  the  attempt  to  use  his  eyes  without  having  the 
errors  of  refraction  corrected  by  the  aid  of  the  proper  glasses. 

Hypermetropia  is  duo,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  to  antcro-posterior 
shortening  of  the  eyeball;  it  may  be  caused  also  by  flattening  of  the 
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curvature  of  the  cornea  or  of  the  crystaline  lens.  These  causes  are 
congenital,  and  the  errors  of  refraction  due  to  them  may  not  cause 
much  annoyance  early  in  life,  when  the  powers  of  accommodation  are 
greater  than  they  are  in  later  years;  so  that  they  may  not  cause  much 
inconvenience  until  that  period  of  life  is  reached  when  from  senile 
changes  in  the  eyes  the  hypermetropia  is  greatly  increased  and  the 
power  of  accommodation  is  lost. 

Astigmatism  is  due  to  inequality  of  curvature  of  the  cornea  or  crys- 
taline lens,  usually  of  the  former,  so  that  the  rays  of  light  proceeding 
from  a  single  point  do  not,  after  refraction,  tend  to  meet  at  a  single 
point  on  the  retina,  so  that,  as  a  result,  the  images  thrown  thereon  are 
blurred  and  indistinct,  and  also  arises  from  congenital  causes.  In  this 
case  the  appellant  did  not  allege  impaired  vision  as  due  to  the  service 
until  1897,  when  he  was  55  years  of  age  and  was  feeling  the  effects  of 
age,  in  increasing  his  hypermetropia  and  in  diminishing  or  destroying 
his  power  of  accommodation,  and  the  effect  of  trying  to  use  his  eyes 
in  his  occupation  as  a  compositor  and  copyholder  in  a  printing  office, 
under  the^e  circumstances,  has  caused  eye  stmin,  as  shown  by  the 
injection  of  the  conjunctivae  and  the  general  sensitiveness  of  the  eyes 
when  he  attempts  to  use  them  without  the  aid  of  the  proper  lenses. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  is  believed  that 
the  action  rejecting  appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  for  the  reasons  stated,  was  correct  and  it  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RElMBiritSEMKNT— FRAU1>  AN1>  MISTAKK— KVIDKNCK. 

Joseph  B.  Wilson. 

While  it  is  evident  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  propostKl  to  recover  was  due  to  a 
clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held  that  recovery 
by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  be  enforced. 

Assistant  Secretin^  F,  L.  Campbell  to  tlui  Onmnisshner  of  Pemmns^ 

Ajrrll  13,  1901, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  in  with- 
holding current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Govern- 
ment for  an  overpayment  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  clerical  error. 
The  facts  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  B.  Wilson,  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1861,  and  was  discharged  on 
March  17,  1862.  He  again  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Iowa  Infantr}^  on  July  24,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as 
second  lieutenant  of  said  company  to  date  October  10,  1862,  and  as 
captain  to  date  September  1,  1863,  and  was  finally  mustered  out  with 
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the  company  on  July  31,  1885.  He  filed  his  original  application  for 
pension  on  April  19,  1879,  basing  the  same  on  "injury  of  the  right 
wrist,  right  shoulder,  and  side,"  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  while  on  detailed  duty  in  charge  of  the  brigade 
ambulance  corps,  near  Helena,  Ark.,  on  or  about  FebruaiT  10,  1863. 
In  December,  1884,  he  was  gi*anted  a  pension  of  $7.50  per  month 
(one-half  the  "total"  pension  of  a  second  lieutenant),  commencing 
from  August  1,  1865,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  wrist,  the 
claim  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder  having  been  waived  for  the 
time  being,  and  that  on  account  of  injury  of  the  side  having  been 
abandoned.  The  pension  for  injury  of  wrist  was  subsequently 
increased  to  $11.25  (three-fourths  of  "total"),  from  March  11,  1885. 
In  April,  1892,  he  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  additional  pension 
on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  a  certificate  was 
issued  including  that  disability  and  allowing  him  $11.50  per  month 
(in  lieu  of  $7.50),  from  August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $15 
(in  lieu  of  $11.25)  thereafter.  These  rates  were  allowed  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  disability  of  the  right  shoulder  was  incurred 
while  he  was  a  second  lieutenant.  He  was  subsequently  informed 
that  said  acttion  was  erroneous,  the  fact  being  that  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  the  shoulder  was  incurred  he  was  a  private,  and  that  his  pen- 
sion would,  accordingly,  be  reduced,  and  he  would  be  required  to 
refund  the  amount  of  the  overpayment.  In  the  meantime  he  had  filed 
a  claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  deafness.  This  claim  was 
allowed  in  July,  19(K),  and  on  July  27,  1900,  a  certificate  was  issued 
granting  him,  in  lieu  of  fomier  pension,  the  following  rate^!^:  $2  per 
month  from  March  18,  1862;  $9.50  per  month  from  August  1, 1865; 
$18.25  per  month  from  March  11, 1885;  $19.25  per  month  from  April 

I,  1899;  and  providing  that  from  this  allowance  there  should  be  recov- 
ered, on  account  of  erroneous  overpayment,  $2  per  month  from 
August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $1.75  per  month  from  March 

II,  1885,  to  March  31,  1899.  It  apix»ars  that  the  repayment  of  these 
amounts  will  absorb  the  entire  pension  until  October  4,  1903.  From 
that  action  the  pensioner  appeals,  contending  that  the  case  is  not  one 
in  which  recovery  is  warranted  by  the  law  and  the  rulings  of  the 
Department. 

The  law  and  the  pnwtice  as  to  reimbursement  in  cases  of  ovei'pay- 
ment  or  en'oneous  payment  of  pension  was  very  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively reviewed  by  Assistant  Attorney -(leneral  Shields  in  December, 
1893,  and  his  opinion,  which  will  be  found  in  the  appendix  to  volume 
6  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  Appealed  Pen- 
sion Claims,  has  Ijeen  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  guide  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  reimbursement  arises. 
Briefly  stated,  the  conclusions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney -General  were 
that  where  there  has  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  a  pensioner,  or  where 
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curvature  of  the  cornea  or  of  the  crystaline  lens.  These  causes  are 
congenital,  and  the  errors  of  refraction  due  to  them  may  not  cause 
much  annoyance  early  in  life,  when  the  powers  of  accommodation  are 
greater  than  they  are  in  later  years;  so  that  they  may  not  cause  much 
inconvenience  until  that  period  of  life  is  reached  when  from  senile 
changes  in  the  eyes  the  hypermetropia  is  greatly  increased  and  the 
power  of  accommodation  is  lost. 

Astigmatism  is  due  to  inequality  of  cur\^ature  of  the  cornea  or  crys- 
taline lens,  usually  of  the  former,  so  that  the  rays  of  light  proceeding 
from  a  single  point  do  not,  after  refraction,  tend  to  meet  at  a  single 
point  on  the  retina,  so  that,  as  a  result,  the  images  thrown  thereon  are 
blurred  and  indistinct,  and  also  arises  from  congenital  causes.  In  this 
case  the  appellant  did  not  allege  impaired  vision  as  due  to  the  service 
until  1897,  when  he  wsis  65  years  of  age  and  was  feeling  the  effects  of 
age,  in  increasing  his  hypermetropia  and  in  diminishing  or  destroying 
his  power  of  accommodation,  and  the  effect  of  trying  to  use  his  eyes 
in  his  occupation  as  a  compositor  and  cop3'holder  in  a  printing  office, 
under  the^e  circumstances,  has  caused  eye  stmn,  as  shown  by  the 
injection  of  the  conjunctivse  and  the  general  sensitiveness  of  the  eyes 
when  he  attempts  to  use  them  without  the  aid  of  the  proper  lenses. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  Ls  believed  that 
the  action  rejecting  appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  for  the  reasons  stated,  was  correct  and  it  is  accoidingly  affirmed. 


KE1MBUR8EMENT— FKAU1>  ANll  Mlsa\VKK-EVIDENCE. 

Joseph  B.  Wilson. 

While  it  m  evident  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  profKJseci  to  recover  waa  due  to  a 
clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held  that  recovery 
by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  l)e  enforced. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphell  to  tlie  Cominlssimie'r  of  Pensi4yi\s^ 

Ajrrll  IS,  1901, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  in  with- 
holding current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Govern- 
ment for  an  overpayment  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  clerical  error. 
The  facts  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  B.  Wilson,  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1861,  and  was  discharged  on 
March  17,  1862.  He  again  enlisted  as  a  private  in  CJompany  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as 
second  lieutenant  of  said  company  to  diite  Octolwr  10,  1862,  and  as 
captain  to  date  September  1,  1863,  and  was  finally  mustered  out  with 
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the  company  on  July  31,  18H5.  He  filed  his  original  application  for 
pension  on  April  19,  1879,  basing  the  same  on  ''injury  of  the  right 
wrist,  right  shoulder,  and  side,"  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  while  on  detailed  duty  in  charge  of  the  brigade 
ambulance  corps,  near  Helena,  Ark.,  on  or  about  February  10,  1863. 
In  December,  1884,  he  was  granted  a  pension  of  $7.50  per  month 
(one-half  the  ''total"  pension  of  a  second  lieutenant),  commencing 
from  August  1,  1865,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  wrist,  the 
claim  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder  having  been  waived  for  the 
time  being,  and  that  on  account  of  injury  of  the  side  having  been 
abandoned.  The  pension  for  injury  of  wrist  was  subsequently 
increased  to  $11.25  (three-fourths  of  "total"),  from  March  11,  1885. 
In  April,  1892,  he  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  additional  pension 
on  account  of  injur}^  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  a  certificate  was 
issued  including  that  disability  and  allowing  him  $11.50  per  month 
(in  lieu  of  $7.50),  from  August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $15 
(in  lieu  of  $11.25)  thereafter.  These  rates  were  allowed  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  disability  of  the  right  shoulder  was  incurred 
while  he  was  a  second  lieutenant.  He  was  subsequently  informed 
that  said  action  was  erroneous,  the  fact  being  that  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  the  shoulder  was  incurred  he  was  a  private,  and  that  his  pen- 
sion would,  accordingly,  be  reduced,  and  he  would  be  required  to 
refund  the  amount  of  the  overpayment.  In  the  meantime  he  had  filed 
a  claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  deafness.  This  claim  was 
allowed  in  July,  19(K),  and  on  July  27,  19(X),  a  certificate  was  issued 
granting  him,  in  lieu  of  fonner  pension,  the  following  rates:  $2  per 
month  from  March  18,  1862;  $9.50  per  month  from  August  1, 1865; 
$13.25  per  month  from  March  11, 1885;  $19.25  per  month  from  April 

I,  1899;  and  providing  that  from  this  allowance  there  should  be  recov- 
ered, on  account  of  erroneous  overpjiyment,  $2  per  month  from 
August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $1.75  per  month  from  March 

II,  1885,  to  March  31,  1899.  It  api^ears  that  the  repayment  of  these 
amounts  will  absorb  the  entire  pension  until  Octol)er  4,  1903.  From 
that  at^tion  the  pensioner  appeals,  contending  that  the  case  is  not  one 
in  which  recovery  is  warranted  by  the  law  and  the  rulings  of  the 
Department. 

The  law  and  the  practice  as  to  reimbursement  in  cases  of  overpay- 
ment or  en'oneous  payment  of  pension  was  very  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively reviewed  by  Assistant  Attorney-General  Shields  in  December, 
1893,  and  his  opinion,  which  will  tie  found  in  the  appendix  to  volume 
6  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  Appealed  Pen- 
sion Claims,  has  Ix^en  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  guide  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  reimbursement  arises. 
Briefly  stated,  the  conclusions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  were 
that  where  there  has  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  a  pensioner,  or  where 
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curvature  of  the  cornea  or  of  the  crystaline  lens.  These  causes  are 
congenital,  and  the  errors  of  refraction  due  to  them  may  not  cause 
much  annoyance  early  in  life,  when  the  powers  of  accommodation  are 
greater  than  they  arc  in  later  years;  so  that  they  may  not  cause  much 
inconvenience  until  that  period  of  life  is  reached  when  from  senile 
changes  in  the  eyes  the  hypermetropia  is  greatly  increased  and  the 
power  of  accommodation  is  lost. 

Astigmatism  is  due  to  inequality  of  curvature  of  the  cornea  or  crys- 
taline lens,  usually  of  the  former,  so  that  the  mys  of  light  proceeding 
from  a  single  point  do  not,  after  refraction,  tend  to  meet  at  a  single 
point  on  the  retina,  so  that,  as  a  result,  the  images  thrown  thereon  are 
blurred  and  indistinct,  and  also  arises  from  congenital  causes.  In  this 
case  the  appellant  did  not  allege  impaired  vision  as  due  to  the  service 
until  1897,  when  he  was  55  years  of  age  and  was  feeling  the  effects  of 
age,  in  increasing  his  hypermetropia  and  in  diminishing  or  destroying 
his  power  of  accommodation,  and  the  effect  of  trying  to  use  his  eyes 
in  his  occupation  as  a  compositor  and  copyholder  in  a  printing  office, 
under  the^e  cin^umstances,  has  caused  eye  strain,  as  shown  by  the 
injection  of  the  conjunctivse  and  the  general  sensitiveness  of  the  eyes 
when  he  attempts  to  use  them  without  the  aid  of  the  proper  lenses. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  is  believed  that 
the  action  rejecting  appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  for  the  reasons  stated,  was  correct  and  it  is  accoixiingly  affirmed. 


IIEIMBITRSEMENT— FKAUI>  AN1>  MIST^VKE— EVIDENCE. 

Joseph  B.  Wir>*ON. 

While  it  is  evident  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  pro{K>8ed  to  recover  was  due  to  a 
clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held  that  recovery 
by  withholding  current  jwnsion  should  not  l>e  enforced. 

Assi^taiit  Secretary  y.  L.  CamjMl  to  tJw  Comvda^lmxt-r  of  Petm/ms^ 

April  13,  1901, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  in  with- 
holding current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Govern- 
ment for  an  overpayment  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  clerical  error. 
The  facts  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  B.  Wilson,  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  18(U,  and  was  discharged  on 
March  17,  1862.  He  again  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1862;  was  mustered  in  a8 
second  lieutenant  of  said  company  to  date  Octol)er  10,  1862,  and  as 
captain  to  date  September  1,  1863,  and  was  finally  mustered  out  with 
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the  company  on  July  31,  18H5.  He  filed  his  original  application  for 
pension  on  April  19,  1879,  basing  the  same  on  ''injury  of  the  right 
wrist,  right  shoulder,  and  side,"  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  while  on  detailed  duty  in  charge  of  the  brigade 
ambulance  corps,  near  Helena,  Ark.,  on  or  about  February  10,  1863. 
In  December,  1884,  he  was  granted  a  pension  of  $7.50  per  month 
(one-half  the  ''total"  pension  of  a  second  lieutenant),  commencing 
from  August  1,  1865,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  wrist,  the 
claim  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder  having  been  waived  for  the 
time  being,  and  that  on  account  of  injury  of  the  side  having  been 
abandoned.  The  pension  for  injury  of  wrist  was  subsequently 
increased  to  $11.25  (three-fourths  of  "total"),  from  March  11,  1885. 
In  April,  1892,  he  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  additional  pension 
on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  a  certificate  was 
issued  including  that  disability  and  allowing  him  $11.50  per  month 
(in  lieu  of  $7.50),  from  August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $15 
(in  lieu  of  $11.25)  thereafter.  These  rates  were  allowed  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  disability  of  the  right  shoulder  was  incuri'ed 
while  he  was  a  second  lieutenant.  He  was  subsequently  informed 
that  said  ai^tion  was  erroneous,  the  fact  being  that  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  the  shoulder  was  incurred  he  was  a  private,  and  that  his  pen- 
sion would,  accordingly,  be  reduced,  and  he  would  be  required  to 
refund  the  amount  of  the  overpayment.  In  the  meantime  he  had  filed 
a  claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  deafness.  This  claim  was 
allowed  in  July,  1900,  and  on  July  27,  19(X),  a  certificate  was  issued 
granting  him,  in  lieu  of  fonner  pension,  the  following  rates:  $2  per 
month  from  March  18,  1862;  $9.50  per  month  from  August  1, 1865; 
$13.25  per  month  from  March  11, 1885;  $19.25  per  month  from  April 

I,  1899;  and  providing  that  from  this  allowance  there  should  be  recov- 
ered, on  account  of  erroneous  overpayment,  $2  per  month  from 
August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $1.75  per  month  from  March 

II,  1885,  to  March  31,  1899.  It  appears  that  the  repayment  of  these 
amounts  will  absorb  the  entire  pension  until  October  4,  1903.  From 
that  action  the  pensioner  appeals,  contending  that  the  case  is  not  one 
in  which  rec*overy  is  warranted  by  the  law  and  the  rulings  of  the 
Department. 

The  law  and  the  practice  as  to  reimbursement  in  cases  of  ovei'pay- 
ment  or  eri'oneous  payment  of  pension  was  very  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively reviewed  by  Assistant  Attorney -General  Shields  in  December, 
1893,  and  his  opinion,  which  will  l)e  found  in  the  appendix  to  volume 
6  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  Appealed  Pen- 
sion Claims,  has  been  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  guide  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  reimbursement  arises. 
Briefly  stated,  the  conclusions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  were 
that  where  there  has  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  a  pensioner,  or  where 
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curvature  of  the  cornea  or  of  the  crystaline  lens.  These  causes  are 
congenital,  and  the  errors  of  refraction  due  to  them  may  not  cause 
much  annoyance  early  in  life,  when  the  powers  of  accommodation  are 
greater  than  they  are  in  later  years;  so  that  they  may  not  cause  much 
inconvenience  until  that  period  of  life  is  reached  when  from  vsenile 
changes  in  the  eyes  the  hypermetropia  is  greatly  increased  and  the 
power  of  accommodation  is  lost. 

Astigmatism  is  due  to  inequality  of  curvature  of  the  cornea  or  crys- 
taline lens,  usually  of  the  former,  so  that  the  rays  of  light  proceeding 
from  a  single  point  do  not,  after  refraction,  tend  to  meet  at  a  single 
point  on  the  retina,  so  that,  as  a  result,  the  images  thrown  thereon  are 
blurred  and  indistinct,  and  also  arises  from  congenital  causes.  In  this 
case  the  appellant  did  not  allege  impaired  vision  as  due  to  the  service 
until  1897,  when  he  was  55  years  of  age  and  was  feeling  the  effects  of 
age,  in  increasing  his  hypermetropia  and  in  diminivshing  or  destroying 
his  power  of  accommodation,  and  the  effect  of  trying  to  use  his  eyes 
in  his  occupation  as  a  compositor  and  copyholder  in  a  printing  office, 
under  these  circumstances,  has  caused  eye  stmn,  as  shown  by  the 
injection  of  the  conjunctivas  and  the  general  sensitiveness  of  the  eyes 
when  he  attempts  to  use  them  without  the  aid  of  the  proper  lenses. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  is  believed  that 
the  action  rejecting  appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  for  the  reasons  stated,  was  correct  and  it  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


IlEIMBrRSEMENT— FHAUI>  ANI>  MIST^VKE— EVIJJENCK. 

Joseph  B.  Wii^^on. 

While  it  is  evident  that  the  allowance  wliich  it  is  proposed  to  recover  was  <liie  to  a 
clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held  that  recovery 
by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  l)e  enforced. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campheil  to  tlw  Comvui<sw7ier  of  p€7i»i4ms^ 

Ajrrtl  13,  190L 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  in  with- 
holding current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Govern- 
ment for  an  overpayment  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  clerical  error. 
The  fact«  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  B.  Wilson,  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  18(51,  and  was  discharged  on 
March  17,  1862.  He  again  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as 
second  lieutenant  of  said  company  to  date  October  10,  1862,  and  as 
captain  to  date  September  1,  1863,  and  was  finally  mustered  out  with 
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the  company  on  Jul}'  31,  I860.  He  filed  his  original  application  for 
pension  on  April  19,  1879,  basing  the  same  on  ^''injury  of  the  right 
wrist,  right  shoulder,  and  side,"  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  while  on  detailed  duty  in  charge  of  the  brigade 
ambulance  corps,  near  Helena,  Ark.,  on  or  about  February  10,  1863. 
In  December,  1884,  he  was  gi-anted  a  pension  of  $7.50  per  month 
(one-half  the  "total"  pension  of  a  second  lieutenant),  commencing 
from  August  1,  1865,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  wrist,  the 
claim  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder  having  been  waived  for  the 
time  being,  and  that  on  account  of  injury  of  the  side  having  been 
abandoned.  The  pension  for  injury  of  wrist  was  subsequently 
increased  to  $11.25  (three-fourths  of  "total"),  from  March  11,  1885. 
In  April,  1892,  he  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  additional  pension 
on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  a  certificate  was 
issued  including  that  disability  and  allowing  him  $11.50  per  month 
(in  lieu  of  $7.50),  from  August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $15 
(in  lieu  of  $11.25)  thereafter.  These  rates  were  allowed  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  disability  of  the  right  shoulder  was  incurred 
while  he  was  a  second  lieutenant.  He  was  subsequently  informed 
that  said  action  was  erroneous,  the  fact  being  that  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  the  shoulder  was  incurred  he  was  a  private,  and  that  his  pen- 
sion would,  accordingly,  be  reduced,  and  he  would  be  required  to 
refund  the  amount  of  the  overpayment.  In  the  meantime  he  had  filed 
a  claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  deafness.  This  claim  was 
allowed  in  July,  1900,  and  on  July  27,  1900,  a  certificate  was  issued 
granting  him,  in  lieu  of  fonner  pension,  the  following  rates:  $2  per 
month  from  March  18,  1862;  $9.50  per  month  from  August  1, 1865; 
$13.25  per  month  from  March  11, 1885;  $19.25  per  month  from  April 

I,  1899;  and  providing  that  from  this  allowance  there  should  be  recov- 
ered, on  account  of  erroneous  oveipjiyment,  $2  per  month  from 
August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $1.75  per  month  from  March 

II,  1885,  to  March  31,  1899.  It  appears  that  the  repayment  of  these 
amounts  will  absorb  the  entire  pension  until  October  4,  1903.  From 
that  action  the  pensioner  appeals,  contending  that  the  cjise  is  not  one 
in  which  recovery  is  warranted  b}''  the  law  and  the  rulings  of  the 
Department. 

The  law  and  the  practice  as  to  reimbursement  in  cases  of  overpay- 
ment or  erroneous  payment  of  pension  was  very  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively reviewed  by  Assistant  Attorney-General  Shields  in  December, 
1893,  and  his  opinion,  which  will  be  found  in  the  appendix  to  volume 
6  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  Appealed  Pen- 
sion Claims,  has  l>een  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  guide  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  reimbursement  arises. 
Briefly  stated,  the  conclusions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney- General  were 
that  where  there  has  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  a  pensioner,  or  where 
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curvature  of  the  corner  or  of  the  crystaline  lens.  These  causes  are 
congenital,  and  the  errors  of  refraction  due  to  them  may  not  cause 
much  annoyance  early  in  life,  when  the  powers  of  accommodation  are 
greater  than  they  are  in  later  years;  so  that  the}'^  may  not  cause  much 
inconvenience  until  that  period  of  life  is  reached  when  from  senile 
changes  in  the  eyes  the  hypermetropia  is  greatly  increased  and  the 
power  of  accommodation  is  lost. 

Astigmatism  is  due  to  inequality  of  cui*vature  of  the  cornea  or  crys- 
taline lens,  usually  of  the  former,  so  that  the  rays  of  light  proceeding 
from  a  single  point  do  not,  after  refraction,  tend  to  meet  at  a  single 
point  on  the  retina,  so  that,  as  a  result,  the  images  thrown  thereon  are 
blurred  and  indistinct,  and  also  arises  from  congenital  causes.  In  this 
case  the  appellant  did  not  allege  impaired  vision  as  due  to  the  service 
until  1897,  when  he  was  55  years  of  age  and  was  feeling  the  effects  of 
age,  in  increasing  his  hypermetropia  and  in  diminishing  or  destroying 
his  power  of  accommodation,  and  the  effex^t  of  trying  to  use  his  eyes 
in  his  occupation  as  a  compositor  and  copyholder  in  a  printing  office, 
under  these  circumstances,  has  caused  eye  stmin,  as  shown  by  the 
injection  of  the  conjunctivae  and  the  general  sensitiveness  of  the  eyes 
when  he  attempts  to  use  them  without  the  aid  of  the  proper  lenses. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  is  believed  that 
the  action  rejecting  appellant^s  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  for  the  reasons  stated,  was  correct  and  it  is  accoixiingly  affirmed. 


reimbursement— fkau1>  .vn1>  mlst^vke— eviiienck. 

Joseph  B.  Wilson. 

While  it  is  evident  that  tlie  aUow^nce  wliich  it  if  proposed  t<3  recover  was  due  to  a 
clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held  that  pecovery 
by  withholding  current  j^ension  should  not  be  enfon-ed. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  (\impheU  to  thi  Coinmlsslaner  of  Pensions^ 

April  13,  1901. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  in  with- 
holding current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Govern- 
ment for  an  overpayment  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  clerical  error. 
The  fact«  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  B.  Wilson,  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  18()1,  and  was  discharged  on 
March  17,  1862.  He  again  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as 
second  lieutenant  of  said  company  to  date  October  10,  1862,  and  as 
captain  to  date  September  1,  1863,  and  was  finally  mustered  out  with 
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the  company  on  July  31,  1865.  He  filed  his  original  application  for 
pension  on  April  19,  1879,  basing  the  same  on  ''injuiy  of  the  right 
wrist,  right  shoulder,  and  side,"  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  while  on  detailed  duty  in  charge  of  the  brigade 
ambulance  corps,  near  Helena,  Ark.,  on  or  about  February  10,  1863. 
In  December,  1884,  he  was  gi*anted  a  pension  of  $7.50  per  month 
(one-half  the  ''total"  pension  of  a  second  lieutenant),  commencing 
from  August  1,  1865,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  wrist,  the 
claim  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder  having  been  waived  for  the 
time  being,  and  that  on  account  of  injury  of  the  side  having  been 
abandoned.  The  pension  for  injury  of  wrist  was  subsequently 
increased  to  $11.25  (three-fourths  of  ''total"),  from  March  11,  1885. 
In  April,  1892,  he  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  additional  pension 
on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  a  certificate  was 
issued  including  that  disabilit}'  and  allowing  him  $11.50  per  month 
(in  lieu  of  $7.50),  from  August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $15 
(in  lieu  of  $11.25)  thereafter.  These  rates  were  allowed  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  disability  of  the  right  shoulder  was  incurred 
while  he  was  a  second  lieutenant.  He  was  subsequently  informed 
that  said  action  was  erroneous,  the  fact  being  that  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  the  shoulder  was  incurred  he  was  a  private,  and  that  his  pen- 
sion would,  accordingly,  be  reduced,  and  he  would  be  required  to 
refund  the  amount  of  the  overpayment.  In  the  meantime  he  had  filed 
a  claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  deafness.  This  claim  was 
allowed  in  July,  19(K),  and  on  July  27,  1900,  a  certificate  was  issued 
granting  him,  in  lieu  of  former  pension,  the  following  rates:  $2  per 
month  from  March  18,  1862;  $9.50  per  month  from  August  1, 1865; 
$13.25  per  month  from  March  11, 1885;  $19.25  per  month  from  April 

I,  1899;  and  providing  that  from  this  allowance  there  should  be  recov- 
ered, on  account  of  erroneous  oveipayment,  $2  per  month  from 
August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $1.75  per  month  from  March 

II,  1885,  to  March  31,  1899.  It  appears  that  the  repayment  of  these 
amounts  will  absorb  the  entire  pension  until  Octol)er  4,  1903.  From 
that  action  the  pensioner  appeals,  contending  that  the  case  is  not  one 
in  which  recovery  is  warranted  by  the  law  and  the  rulings  of  the 
Department. 

The  law  and  the  nnwtice  as  to  reimbursement  in  cases  of  overpay- 
ment or  erroneous  payment  of  pension  was  very  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively reviewed  by  Assistant  Attorney-General  Shields  in  December, 
1893,  and  his  opinion,  which  will  be  found  in  the  appendix  to  volume 
6  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  Appealed  Pen- 
sion Claims*  has  been  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  guide  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  reimbursement  arises. 
Briefly  stated,  the  conclusions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney- General  were 
that  where  there  has  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  a  pensioner,  or  where 
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there  has  been  a  mistake  of  fac'.t  in  the  adjudication  of  a  pension 
claim,  which  results  in  the  overpayment  of  money  as  pension,  in  such 
case  the  Government  may  reimburse  itself  by  withholding  the  accru- 
ing pension  until  the  amount  overpaid  is  made  good;  but  that  where 
money  has  been  paid  out  on  an  erroneous  judgment  in  the  applii'Htion 
of  the  law,  the  facts  all  l)eing  present,  there  can  be  no  recovery. 

It  is  not  asserted  that  there  has  been  any  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
pensioner  in  this  case.  He  alleged  in  his  original  application  and  has 
ever  since  maintained  that  bis  right  shoulder  was  injured  at  the  same 
time  he  incurred  the  injury  of  his  right  wrist,  in  Februarj^  1863,  and 
that  the  injury  then  received  was  the  cause  of  all  disabilit}"^  of  the 
shoulder  now  existing.  He  admits  that  the  same  shoulder  was  dis- 
located while  he  was  serving  as  a  private  in  Company  G,  Seventh 
Iowa  Infantry,  in  December,  1861,  but  says  he  fully  recovered  from 
that  injury  in  about  two  weeks,  and  was  sound  in  all  respects  when  he 
reenlisted  in  July,  1862.  Whatever  the  truth  may  be  as  to  that,  the 
Bureau  had  all  the  facts  relative  to  the  original  injury  before  it  when 
it  adjudicated  the  claim  that  it  now  has,  and  therefore  can  not  say  that 
the  allowance  was  due  to  misrepresentation  or  concealment,  of  any 
material  fact  on  the  part  of  the  claimant. 

Was  the  erroneous  payment  due  to  ''  a  mistake  of  fact  'i " 
The  reviewer  who  approved  the  claim  based  on  injury  of  the  right 
shoulder  made  his  approval  in  the  following  language: 

Approved  for  injury  of  right  shoulder  (new  dis.)  exjninienring  Au^nifit  1,  1865; 
incurred  while  a  pvt. 

This  approval  was  concurred  in  b}'  the  re-reviewer.  These  two 
officers  were  charged  with  the  duty  of  passing  upon  all  legal  questions 
involved  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claim,  and  their  decision  as  to  the 
pensionable  rank  of  the  claimant  was  binding  upon  the  medical  officers 
whose  duty  was  to  make  the  rating,  and  upon  the  officials  tc^chnically 
known  as  "mters,"  whose  duty  it  was  to  translate  such  rating  into  its 
equivalent  in  dollars  and  cents. 

The  action  of  the  medical  officers  was  noted  on  the  ''brief-  in  the 
following  terms:  ''Injury  of  right  shoulder,  four-eighteenths  (one- 
fourth).     Combined  rate  not  to  exceed  total  of  rank." 

The  use  of  the  fraction  one-fourth  indicates  that  the  medical 
reviewer  supposed  the  claimant  was  to  be  rated  as  a  secopd  lieutenant 
and  that  his  intention  was  to  allow  him  one-fourth  (approximately)  of 
the  "total"  pension  provided  by  law  for  an  officer  of  that  rank. 
Either  he  overlooked  the  statement  of  the  legal  reviewer  that  the  dis- 
ability was  "  incurred  while  a  private"  or  he  mistook  the  abbreviation 
"pvt."  for  "Lt."  The  error  was  carried  forward  by  the  "niter"  in 
filling  in  the  amount  of  pension  to  be  paid. 
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In  view  of  the  foregoing  facts  there  C4in  l>e  no  doubt  that  the  allow- 
ance of  ^  per  month,  for  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  from  August 
1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $3.75  per  month  thereafter,  was  due 
to  a  clerical  error. 

So  far  a8  that  goes,  there  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  propriety 
of  the  action  appealed  from,  and  if  it  were  admitted  by  the  appellant 
that  his  disabiliti  was,  as  a  naatter  of  fact,  incurred  while  he  was  a 
private,  the  Department  would  have  nothing  further  to  do  except  to 
affirm  said  action.  He  does  not  admit  that,  however.  On  the  con- 
trary, he  has  repeatedly  asserted  that  he  made  a  complete  recovery  from 
the  injury  incurred  as  a  private  and  that  his  present  disability  is  due 
to  a  subsequent  injury  of  the  same  shoulder  incurred  while  a  second 
lieutenant. 

While  he  does  not  specifically  make  that  assertion  in  his  appeal,  it  is 
deemed  proper  to  examine  the  evidence  relating  to  the  origin  of  the 
disabilit}' ;  for  even  admitting  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  proposed 
to  recover  was  directly  due  to  a  clerical  error,  or  "mistake  of  fact," 
j'^et,  if  it  was  not  also  clearly  contrary  to  and  inconsistent  with  the 
evidence,  there  would  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  be  a 
proper  case  for  the  recovery  of  such  allowance  by  the  withholding  of 
current  pension.  In  other  words,  in  order  to  justify  recovery  (in  the 
absence  of  f i*aud)  it  should  appear  that  the  pensioner  not  only  secured 
pension  by  reason  of  a  clerical  error,  but  that  he  was  manifestly  not 
entitled  to  such  pension  under  the  law  and  the  evidence. 

The  appellant  admits  that  his  right  shoulder  was  dislocated  by  a  fall 
in  December,  18H1,  but  declares  that  he  was  off  duty  by  reason  of  that 
injuiy  only  two  weeks;  that  he  made  a  complete  recovery,  and  that 
there  was  nothing  the  matter  with  the  shoulder  when  he  reenlisted  a 
few  months  later.  These  statements  are  not  fully  borne  out  by  the 
records  of  the  War  Department,  which  show  that  the  disability  from 
said  injury  was  so  severe  and  prolonged  as  to  occasion  his  discharge 
from  service  nearly  three  months  after  its  incurrence,  his  "Final 
statement,"  furnished  by  the  Second  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment, also  showing  that  he  was — 

*  *  *  discharged  by  reason  of  luxation  of  the  shoulder  joint,  caused  by  an 
injury  received  at  Benton  Barracks  in  the  month  of  December,  1861;  on  account  of 
the  same  is  unfit  for  duty  an<l  has  been  since  said  time. 

There  is  no  record  of  the  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  received  in 
February,  1863,  and  there  was  no  eyewitness  of  the  accident  which  is 
said  to  have  caused  them. 

Dr.  W.  H.  Vest,  the  regimental  surgeon,  in  an  affidavit  filed  April 
10,  1888,  testifies  to  dressing  the  appellant's  injuries  at  the  regimental 
hospital  soon  after  their  incurrence,  and  says  the  right  humerus  and 
right  wrist  were  dislocated — the  head  of  the  humeinis  was  thrown  down 
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into  the  axilla,  and  the  scupula,  affiant  thought,  was  thrown  a  little 
forward. 

Dr.  David  Stewart,  the  assistant  surgeon,  testified,  in  an  affidavit 
filed  August  8, 1884,  that  he  remembered  dressing  the  appellants  arm 
the  second  time  it  was  dressed,  and  that  he  then  told  him  he  was  going 
to  have  '^a  bad  arm  or  wrist."  In  an  affidavit  filed  March  31,  1887, 
he  says: 

I  remember  of  dressing  his  wrist,  as  it  was  very  badly  swollen  and  painful  to  him. 
I  also  remember  that  he  said  he  was  badly  injured  in  the  shoulder,  but  I  am  not 
able  at  this  late  date  to  say  that  I  examineil  it. 

Samuel  J.  Ketcham,  then  sergeant  of  the  appellant's  company  and 
subsequently  its  second  lieutenant,  testifies  that  he  (appellant)  received 
"a  very  severe  injury  of  the  right  wrist  joint"  at  the  time  and  place 
alleged,  but  makes  no  mention  of  any  injury  of  the  shoulder. 

James  Coats,  a  member  of  the  compan}%  says  the  appellant  received 
a  severe  injury  of  the  right  shoulder  and  wrist  and  was  compelled  to 
carry  the  injured  arm  in  a  sling  for  seveml  weeks,  but  does  not  give 
any  further  particulars. 

H.  R.  Crenshaw  has  testified  that  the  wrist  and  shoulder  were  both 
injured,  but  in  reply  to  a  letter  in  August,  1884,  he  wrote:  ''I  wit- 
nessed the  surgeon  dress  the  injury.  I  noticed  that  the  injury  was 
located  in  right  wrist,"  making  no  mention  of  any  injury  of  the  shoul- 
der. In  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner  in  March,  1900,  he 
testifies  to  the  wrist  injury,  and  says:  ''I  think  it  hurt  his  shoulder 
also." 

E.  G.  Marcellus  and  F.  M.  Fields,  who  appear  to  have  been  the  first 
persons  to  reach  the  appellant  after  he  was  thrown  from  his  horse,  and 
who  helped  him  to  camp  and  saw  the  surgeon  dress  his  arm  and  place 
it  in  a  sling,  testified  in  their  original  affidavit  (filed  in  August,  1884) 
only  to  an  injury  of  the  wrist;  and  in  replying  to  letters  asking  them 
to  give  all  the  particulars,  including  the  nature  and  location  of  the 
injury,  they  still  failed  to  say  anything  about  the  shoulder.  In  1887, 
however.  Fields  signed  an  affidavit  stating  that  there  was  a  severe 
injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  making  no  mention  of  any  wrist 
injury. 

N,  C.  Martin  (affidavit  filed  in  April,  18S8)  t-estifies  to  injury  of  the 
right  shoulder  and  wrist,  but  gives  no  details. 

J.  H.  Mitchell  testifies  before  a  special  examiner  in  March,  1900, 
that  the  appellant  was  thrown  from  his  horse  at  Helena,  Ark.,  and 
injured  in  one  wrist. 

(It  should  be  said  that  the  special  examination  was  made  with  refer- 
ence to  deafness  and  an  alleged  gunshot  wound  of  the  left  foot,  and 
such  testimon}^  as  was  given  in  regard  to  other  disabilities  was  merely 
incidental.) 
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A  pension  surgeon  who  examined  the  appellant  on  January  16, 1884, 
re|X)rted: 

Injury  to  right  shoulder  is  claimed  to  have  occurred  February  4, 
1863,  at  Helena,  Ark.  Present  physical  signs  are  an  apparent  thick- 
ening of  the  articular  cartilage  of  right  acromio-clavicular  articulation 
and  a  depression  of  right  shoulder  one-fourth  inch,  which  denotes  at 
least  partial  dislocation  of  said  articulation  at  time  of  original  injury, 
and  does  not  now  impair  the  usefulness  of  said  shoulder  for  ordinary 
usei5  sufficient  for  rating. 

A  board  of  three  surgeons  on  March  11, 1885,  reported:  "Shoulder 
joint  shows  no  present  physical  signs  of  injury." 

Two  surgeons  who  made  an  examination  on  April  21, 1886,  certified 
that  the  head  of  the  right  scapula  was  displaced  downward  and  for- 
ward— "tilted  forward" — one-half  inch  and  the  inferior  angle  elevated 
to  the  same  extent;  also,  that  there  were  inflammatory  deposits  in  the 
acromio-clavicular  articulation.  This  is  in  substantial  accord  with  the 
reports  of  later  examinations. 

The  record  of  the  first  injur}^  shows  dislocation  and  nothing  more. 
We  must  believe  that  he  had  not  fullv  recovered  the  use  of  the  arm 
when  he  was  discharged  in  March,  1862,  and  that  the  surgeon  who 
recommended  his  discharge  did  not  think  recovery  at  an  early  date 
probable.  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  he  was  sound  when  he  reenlisted  in  July, 
1862.  He  reenlisted  as  a  private,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence 
to  indicate  that  he  was  in  any  way  disabled  for  the  performance  of 
duty  as  such,  which  would,  of  course,  require  more  or  less  use  every 
day  of  his  right  arm  and  shoulder.  The  evidence  all  goes  to  show 
that  he  was  apparently  free  from  disability  of  either  arm  from  the 
date  of  reenlistment  up  to  the  time  he  was  thrown  from  his  hoi*se  in 
February,  1863.  The  injury  (dislocation)  received  in  the  first  service 
was  not  of  a  character  that  would  necessarily  entiiil  permanent  dis- 
ability; on  the  conti^ary,  the  chances  would  be  in  favor  of  complete 
recovery. 

The  nature  of  the  injury  to  the  right  shoulder  sustained  in  the 
second  service  is  not  satisfactoril}^  shown.  In  fact,  with  the  exception 
of  Dr.  Vest,  the  regimental  surgeon,  the  witnesses  do  not  seem  to 
have  an}'  very  clear  or  positive  recollection  that  the  shoulder  was 
injured.  The  wrist  hurt  was  evidently  the  more  severe.  Dr.  Vest 
says  there  was  a  dislocation  of  the  humerus. 

While  the  evidence  is  not  all  that  could  be  desired  it  appears  to  sus- 
tain the  allegation  that  there  was  an  injury  of  the  right  shoulder  in 
February,  1863.  It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  determine,  at  this 
date,  whether  the  slight  disability  shown  by  the  medical  examinations 
is  a  result  of  the  first  injury  or  of  the  second.     In  view,  however,  of 


314  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PEN8ION8- 

the  facts  tending  to  show  a  complete  recovery  from  the  first  injuiy  it 
would  seem  not  unreasonable  to  hold  that  it  is  due  to  the  second  injury. 
At  any  rate  it  may  be  fairly  claimed  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  Ls 
due  to  the  injury  in  1862  or  to  the  one  in  1863.  It  has  been  held  by 
the  Department  that  ''  where  a  disability  which  originated  prior  to 
enlistment  but  was  apparently  cured  prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  enlist- 
ment is  revived  and  aggravated  as  the  immediate  result  of  an  accident 
or  of  an  incident  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  injurious  consequences  of 
such  aggravation  may  be  pensionable  under  a  liberal  construction  of 
the  law."  (James  Shaffer,  5  P.  D.,  6.  See  also  Joseph  M.  Potter,  3 
P.  D.,  82;  Rudolph  M.  Montgomery,  ib.,4:l;  Daniel  Daily,  4  P.  D., 
337,  and  Stephen  Hoi-ton,  7  P.  D.,  369.) 

In  view  of  the  strictness  with  which  the  law  hedges  about  and  pro- 
tects pension  once  allowexi  and  paid,  or  accrued  (not  even  permitting 
it  to  be  withheld  to  make  good  a  defalcation  on  the  part  of  the  pen- 
sioner  against  the  Government),  and  the  undoubted  hardship  which 
would  often  result  from  the  entire  stoppage  of  pension  for  a  consid- 
erable time,  whereby  the  intent  of  the  law,  which  is  to  provide  a 
present  means  of  support,  would  be  defeated,  it  is  believed  that  reim- 
bursement by  this  means  should  not  be  enforced  in  a  case  of  overpav- 
ment  resulting  from  a  clerical  error  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear,  in 
the  light  of  all  the  facts,  that  the  pensioner  had  no  right  or  title  what- 
ever to  the  amount  paid  him  in  consequence  of  such  error. 

Being,  for  reasons  heretofore  stated,  unable  to  find  from  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  that  the  pensioner  was  certainly  not  entitled  to  be 
pensioned  for  the  injury  of  the  right  shoulder  as  a  second  lieutenant, 
the  Department  is  constrained  to  hold  that  the  order  to  withhold  pay- 
ment of  pension  until  a  sum  equal  to  the  diflference  between  the 
amount  paid  on  account  of  said  injury  and  the  amount  to  which  he 
would  have  been  entitled  as  a  private  should  have  accrued  was  not 
waiTanted,  and  the  action  is  accordingly  reversed. 

It  is  not  intended  by  this  decision  to  hold  that  it  was  not  proper  for 
your  Bureau  to  reduce  the  rate  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder 
from  and  after  the  discovery  of  the  clerical  error,  nor  is  it  intended 
to  hold  that  the  evidem^e  shows  the  disability  of  the  shoulder  was 
actually  incurred  while  the  appellant  held  the  rank  of  second  lieuten- 
ant. The  holding  goes  to  this  extent  only,  that,  there  being  a  not 
unreasonable  doubt  as  to  whether  the  disabilitv  was  not  incurred  at 
the  time  the  pensioner  alleges,  a  proper  case  for  reimbursement  b^^ 
the  withholding  of  current  pension  is  not  presented. 
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11ECL.ARAT10N8— AMENDMENTS— ALLEGATIONS. 

Felix  Myers. 

A  tleclaration  in  which  the  formal  parte  indicate  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  but  which  contains  allegations  of  a  service  not  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion 
and  of  disability  contracted  in  said  service  and  line  of  duty,  is  subject  to  amend- 
ment and  explanation  as  to  any  uncertainty  in  the  character  of  the  claim  or  the 
claimant's  intentions  relative  thereto. 

jlf<,s?\stant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  ComTni^oner  of  Pensi^ons^ 

April  13,  1901. 

Felix  Myers,  late  of  Company  I,  Nineteenth  United  States  Infantrj'^, 
tiled  a  declaration  for  pension  August  22,  1890,  alleging  service  from 
January  24,  1867,  to  January  24,  1870,  and  that  he  contracted  typho- 
malarial  fever  and  results  and  rheumatism  while  in  said  service. 
This  declaration  was  made  on  a  blank  form  prepared  for  a  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  to  the  formal  parts.  That  is,  it  was  headed 
with  the  statement,  *^  Declaration  for  invalid  pension,  act  of  •Tune  27, 
1890,"  but  the  latter  words,  "act  of  June  27, 1890,"  have  been  erased 
with  a  blue  pencil.  The  body  of  the  paper  also  contains  such  state- 
menti^  as  these:  ''  Was  enrolled  *  *  *  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  served  at  least  ninety  days  and 
was  honjorahly  discharged;'*^  ''that  said  disabilities  are  not  due  to  his 
vicious  habits,  and  are  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief  perma- 
nent;" "that  he  makes  this  declaration  for  the  purpose  of  being  placed 
on  the  pension  roll  of  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  the  r 
act  of  June  27,  1890."  These  formal  statements  were  printed  in  the 
blank  form,  whereas  the  matters  constituting  the  basis  of  title — service, 
disability,  etc. — were  written  in  the  spaces  left  for  that  purpose. 

This  declaration  was  jacketed  as  a  claim  under  the  general  law,  and 
was  treated  as  such  in  the  calls  for  evidence.  Testimony  showing 
origin  in  service  and  continuance  of  alleged  disabilities  was  filed  from 
time  to  time  and  the  case  was  pending  for  more  than  ten  years  as  a 
claim  for  pension  on  account  of  disability  contracted  in  line  of  duty. 
When  it  came  to  be  finally  adjudicated,  however,  it  was  briefed  as  a 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
claimant's  service  was  not  rendered  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion — a 
fact  which  was  apparent  in  the  first  instance,  and  before  any  evidence 
was  required  or  filed. 

This  action  implied,  of  course,  that  the  claim  was  not  one  under  the 
general  law^  and  in  a  slip  attached  to  the  face  brief  it  is  declared  that 
said  declaration  would  not  be  accepted  as  such  a  claim,  it  is  pre- 
sumed, although  there  is  no  record  of  it,  that  claimant  and  his  attor- 
neys were  informed  of  this  conclusion  at  the  time  they  were  notified. 
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February  8,  1901,  of  the  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  act  of  «Tune 
27,  1890,  and  an  appeal  has  been  entered  February  23,  1901,  contend- 
ing that  the  refusal  to  entertain  the  claim  as  under  the  general  law 
was  error.  It  is  pointed  out  in  this  appeal  that  the  character  of  the 
claim  was  apparent  from  the  erasure  of  the  words  "act  of  June  27, 
1890,"  on  the  margin,  and  from  the  allegations  as  to  sei^Mce  and 
disability. 

There  is  force  in  these  contentions,  and  the  facts  mentioned,  with 
others  hereinbefore  noted,  were  at  least  sufficient  to  put  the  Bureau 
upon  notice  that  the  claim  was  probably  intended  to  be  one  for  pen- 
sion  under  the  general  law;  and  since  the  paper  was  subject  to  amend- 
ment or  explanation  in  this  respect,  the  claimant  should  have  been 
afforded  the  opportunity  to  declare  the  intention  of  the  declaration 
before  the  adjudication.  There  is  no  set  and  inflexible  inile  in  refer- 
ence to  the  forms  of  declarations  or  what  they  shall  contain,  and. 
while  certain  blank  forms  have  been  prepared  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  almost  all  classes  of  claims  and  to  insure  uniformit}^  in  the 
character  of  the  declarations,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  any  form 
may  not  be  used  provided  it  cont£lins  all  averments  necessary  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  law. 

Certain  '* instructions"  relative  to  declarations  under  the  act  of 

June  27,  1890,  were  issued  July  28,  1897  (9  P.  D.,  93).     One  of  these 

is  as  follows: 

Should  the  paper  fail  to  show  upon  its  face,  with  certainty,  that  it  is  intended  am  a 
claim  for  the  l^enefits  of  the  a(*t  of  June  27,  1S90,  the  claimant  may  make  it  (*ertain 
by  means  of  a  supplemental  afhdavit,  which  shall  he  reaA  in  connection  with  and  slf 
a  part  of  the  original  application. 

The  converse  of  the  rule  would  make  a  paper  apparently  intended 
for  a  claim  under  the  general  law  subject  to  like  explanations.  Varioas 
decisions  have  indicated  how  far  declarations  may  be  amended,  either 
to  meet  the  recjuirements  of  the  law  or  to  explain  the  intent  of  the 
claimant.  One  of  the  latest  of  these  is  in  the  case  of  Alphonso  W.  Ellis 
(11  P.  D.,  93),  wherein  this  language  is  used: 

The  declaration  in  a  pension  claim  bears  a  corre»jK)nding  relation  to  its  case  as  does 
the  declaration  or  complaint  in  a  (tase  at  law.  Su(*h  a  declaration  is  good  if  it  sub- 
stantially sets  forth  the  (*aiise  of  action  in  such  terms  that  an  issue  can  be  joined,  and 
is  sufficiently  certain  if  it  can  Ik?  made  certain. 

The  declaration  in  tlie  within  ca.'ic  is  similar  to  one  in  a  case  at  law  in  which  a 
motion  would  lie  to  make  the  allegations  more  definite  and  certain.  It  is  not  one 
which  woul<l  Ik*  oj)en  to  <lemurrer  or  which  wouhi  l)e  stricken  out  for  want  of  exact- 
ness; neither  is  it  one  whidi  could  be  succeH.»^fully  <lemurred  to  during  trial  because 
the  proof — such  as  has  Ix^en  referred  to  herein — <li<l  not  corresi>ond  t^)  the  allegations. 

The  tnie  mission  of  a  de(*laration,  whether  it  l>e  in  a  case  at  law  or  in  a  pensioD 
claim,  is  that  it  should  state  the  facts  which  are  the  l>ajsis  of  th^  claim  in  such  lan- 
guage and  with  such  definiteness  and  clearness  that  the  party  against  whom  the  claim 
is  filed  l)e  apprised  of  the  demand  in  terms  which  may  not  be  mistaken,  misinter- 
preted, or  confused. 
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In  the  case  under  consideration  the  facts  before  mentioned,  that  the 
service  alleged  was  one  that  could  not  give  title  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  that  certain  disabilities  were  claimed  to  have  been  con- 
tracted in  service  and  line  of  duty,  bring  it  peculiarly  within  the  rules 
abov6  indicated,  and  entitle  the  claimant  to  file  an}'-  amendment  neces- 
sary to  show  under  which  law  he  sought  pension  if  there  is  doubt  on 
the  subject.  For  this  reason  the  action  as  taken  was  erroneous  and  is 
reversed.  The  papers  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication  of  the 
claim. 


RATE— PATIfOIX>«IC!AL  SEQtrENCE—KX  A  MIXING  SlfUGEONS'  RATINGS. 

Andrew  G.  Cunnin(sham. 

The  appellant,  who  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  |12  per  month  for  rheumatism  and 
resulting  diseai^  of  heart,  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  wherein  he  alleged  that 
varicose  veins  of  both  legs  harl  resultecl  from  disease  of  heart,  and  claimed 
that  inasmuch  as  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  examineii  pursuant  to 
said  claim  had  rated  his  disabilities  at  third  grade  ($24  j)er  month),  he  was 
l^ally  entitled  to  such  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination. 

Held:  That  the  existing  rate  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of 
^Usability  found  at  said  examination  as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of 
heart;  that  the  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  have  not  been  shown  to  be  a  sequence, 
either  from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  of  disease  of  heart,  and  that 
no  authority  to  determine  what  rate  or  rates  of  pension  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed  in  any  claim,  or  class  of  claims,  for  pi*nsion  has  ever  l)een  conferred 
upon  examining  suiigeons,  either  by  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

AsfilMmit  Secretary  1*\  L.  (.^antj>hell  to  the  Connnlmioner  of  PenH'ams^ 

April  U,  IDOL 

Andrew  G.  Cunningham,  late  private,  Company  B,  Forty -fifth  Iowa 
Infanty,  who  is  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  rheu- 
matism and  resulting  dinease  of  heart,  filed  an  appeal  March  24, 1900, 
from  the  rejection  by  the  Bureau  on  May  2,  1896,  of  his  claim  for 
increase,  filed  October  19, 1895,  wherein  he  alleged  that  varicose  veins 
of  both  legrf  had  been  caused  by  weak  circulation,  due  to  the  condi- 
tion of  his  heart,  and  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  dated  January 
80,  1900,  in  his  claims  for  increase  and  rerating,  respectively,  filed 
July  27, 1897,  by  which  action  the  rate  in  the  case  was  increased  to  $12 
per  month  from  April  6,  1898,  the  date  of  the  medical  examination, 
held  pursuant  to  said  claim,  but  which  action  failed  to  take  cognizance 
of  the  claim  for  rerating  and  ignored  the  claimant's  allegations  in 
regard  to  varicose  veins. 

The  contentions  set  up  by  the  claimant  in  such  appeal  are  to  the  effect 
that  the  extent  of  his  disability,  in  so  far  as  the  performance  of  any 
special  character  of  manual  labor  is  concerned,  ''  requiring  exertion  of 


318  DECISIONS   KELATING    TO   PENSIONS. 

the  limbs  or  muscles  of  the  body,  he  is  almost  entirely  disabled;"  that 
the  ^'varicose  veins  cause  him  constant  pain,  and  so  benumb  and 
weaken  his  legs  as  to  retard  and  interfere  with  his  walking; "  that  his 
present  rate  of  pension  "  is  entirely  inadequate  to  the  degree  of  his 
pensionable  disabilities;"  and  that  the  examining  surgeons  found  the 
varicose  veins  to  be  a  ''result  of  valvular  disease  of  heart,"  and  so 
"reported"  their  findings. 

Relative  to  the  aforesaid  contentions,  the  Bureau  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing report,  dated  January  16,  1901: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  May  2,  1896,  denying  increase  and  refusing  to 
admit  varicose  veins  as  ^.  result  of  pensioned  causes,  and  from  that  of  January  30, 
1900,  allowing  increase  to  $12,  the  claimant  contending  that  **in  decision  on  claim 
for  increase,  the  disability  of  varicose  vems  [was]  ignored.'*  He  is  pensioned  under 
the  general  law  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart. 

All  the  evidence  filed  in  this  case  before  and  since  these  actions  were  taken  lias  been 
carefully  considered. 

The  rejection  of  increase  dated  May  2,  1896,  was  based  upon  the  certificate  of 
examination  dated  January  29,  1896.  The  board  stated  that  it  could  find  no  evidence 
of  rheumatism,  but  it  found  mitral  insufficiency  of  the  heart,  for  which  ten-eighteenths 
was  recommended.  This  was  a  fair  and  equitable  rate  for  tRe  condition  shown.  The 
certificate  of  examination,  dated  April  6,  1898,  upon  which  increase  to  twelve-eight- 
eenths was  allowed,  showed  some  rheumatism,  and  a  well-defined  murmur  of  the 
heart,  with  dilatation  and  dyspnoea,  but  no  oedema  or  cyanosis.  Both  certificates 
showed  the  veins  of  each  leg  to  be  considerably  varicosed,  constituting  quite  a  degree 
of  disability.  This  condition ,  however,  can  not  from  a  medical  standpoint  be  accepted 
as  a  result  of  the  pensioned  causes,  there  l)eing  no  pathological  connection  between 
the  same. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  set  out  in  the  foregoing  report,  it  is  deemed 
important  to  note  that  the  pensioner  seems  to  be  under  the  impression 
that  inasmuch  as  two  members  of  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he 
was  examined  January  29,  1896,  addressed  a  letter  on  June  2,  1897,  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  '*  it  was  the 
intention  of  this  board  to  place  him  in  the  third  grade,  or  $24  per  month,*^ 
that  such  rate  should,  consequently,  have  been  allowed  him.  In  this 
connection  it  seems  equally  important  to  note  the  fact  that  it  is  not  within 
the  purview  of  the  functions  conferred  by  law  upon  examining  sur- 
geons or  boards  of  examining  surgeons  to  determine  what  rates  should 
or  should  not  be  allowed  in  any  class  of  claims  for  pension,  the  recom- 
mendations of  such  surgeons  as  to  the  rates  which  they  may  deem 
proper  in  any  given  ca>sG  being  merely  advisory  in  character  and  in  no 
way  binding  upon  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  who  has  full  author- 
ity to  supervise  and  review  their  repoits  and  recommendations  in  all 
cases,  and  whose  action  in  any  case  is  subject  to  revision  only  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Since  filing  the  appeal  now  under  consideration  the  appellant  has 
also  filed  certain  medical  evidence  with  a  view  to  showing  that  he  is 
almost,  if  not  quite,  wholly  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of  all 
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*'hard  manual  labor"  by  reason  of  rheumatism,  disease  of  heart,  and 
varicose  veins  of  both  legs.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  this  evidence 
relates  to  the  condition  of  the  appellant  in  1900,  some  two  years  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  on  which  he  was  last  examined  by  a  lx)ard  of  exam- 
ining surgeons  under  a  claim  for  increase,  the  mere  fact  that  such 
evidence  t^nds  to  show  the  existence  of  a  greater  degree  of  disability 
from  pensioned  causes  than  was  manifested  at  the  said  last  official 
medical  examination  made  of  the  pensioner  has  no  bearing  upon  the 
question  at  issue  in  the  pending  appeal.  If  the  degree  of  disability 
due  to  said  pensioned  causes  has  progressed  to  the  extent  alleged,  it 
would  seem  that  the  appellant's  interests  would  best  be  subserved  by 
the  filing  of  another  application  for  increase,  under  which  he  could 
again  be  medically  examined,  and  his  alleged  title  to  a  higher  rate  of 
pension  be  determined  in  the  light  of  the  findings  of  the  surgeons  at 
such  examination.  The  only  attempt  made  in  the  aforesaid  medical 
evidence  to  deteniiine  the  origin  of  the  varicose  veins  is  the  statement 
of  one  of  the  affiants  that  they  were  ''due  to  impaired  circulation." 
And  the  appellant  is  in  error  in  his  contention  that  the  last  two  boards 
of  surgeons  b}'  which  he  was  examined  held  that  his  varicose  veins 
were  due  to  his  disease  of  heart.  One  board  merely  stated  that  they 
were  *'not  due  to  vicious  habits,"  and  the  other  was  equally  silent  as 
to  their  probable  source  of  origin. 

Any  theory  advanced,  however,  which  holds  that  varix  of  the  lower 
extremities  is  a  common  sequence  of  '^  mitral  insufficiency,"  the  char- 
acter of  the  heart  lesion  shown  to  exist  in  this  case,  would,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Department,  fail  of  demonstration,  as  such  results 
are  not  usually  observed  clinically  in  said  disease;  besides  which 
there  are  a  number  of  other  more  usual  and  probable  causes  of  varix 
than  any  form  of  heart  lesion  which  would  first  have  to  be  climinatod 
before  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  between  the  two  conditions  could 
be  recognized  and  admitted. 

Therefore,  for  the  reasons  stated,  it  is  held  that  the  existing  rate  in 
the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability  found 
as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart  at  the  medical  exami- 
nation held  pursuant  to  the  pensioner's  claim  for  increase;  that  the 
varix  of  his  lower  extremities  have  not  been  demonstrated,  either 
from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  as  being  a  sequence  of 
the  disease  of  heart  (mitral  incompetency)  for  which  he  is  pensioned; 
and  that  no  authority  has  ever  been  conferred  upon  examining  sur- 
geons, either  by  law,  ruling,  or  regulation,  to  determine  what  rate  or 
rates  of  pension  tthall  or  shall  not  be  allowed  in  any  claims,  or  class  of 
claims,  for  pension. 

The  actions  appealed  from  are  hereby  affirmed. 
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MAimiAGE-EVIDENCB-PRESUMPTIONS. 

Esther  A.  Palmer  (widow). 

The  claimant  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  according  to  the 
law  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  cohahitated  with  him  ajs  his  wife  from  the  mar- 
riage to  the  date  of  his  death,  sixteen  years  afterguards,  her  pensionable  ^atos 
was  established.  A  mere  presumption  of  life  of  a  prior  husband  can  not  prevail 
against  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  parties  who  enter  the  marriage  rela- 
tion according  to  legal  forms. 

Assistant  Secretary  F»  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coiiuais^iofier  of  PetwionJi^ 

April  15,  190L 

Esther  A., widow  of  Era  W.  Palmer,  late  private,,  Company  G, 
Nineteenth  Wisconsin  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration  for  pen- 
sion under  the  general  law,  Deceml>er  7,  1885,  alleging  that  the  «>1- 
dier's  death  from  lung  disease  was  due  to  his  military  service.  This 
claim  was  rejected  November  3,  1898,  after  special  examination,  on 
'  the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier. 
From  this  action  the  claimant,  hy  her  attorneys,  appeals  to  the 
Department,  alleging  as  grounds  that  the  evidence  on  file  dearly 
shows  that  an  error  was  made  in  the  decision;  that  the  widow's  first 
husband  had  a  wife  living  when  he  married  her,  and  that  the  long 
unexplained  absence  of  the  first  husband  raises  the  presumption  of  his 
death. 

There  are  the  claims  of  three  children  also  involved,  but  as  a  deci- 
sion of  the  widow's  claim  will  also  dispose  of  them  they  will  not  Ije 
separately  considered. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  the  issue  involved  for  the  purposes  of  this 
opinion,  it  will  be  well  to  first  speak  of  the  undisputed  facts  as  dis- 
closed by  the  record. 

The  claimant  was  married  to  one  C.  J.  Williams  at  Adel,  Iowa, 
July  22,  1866.  Williams  lived  with  claimant  until  the  spring  of  1868, 
when  he  abandoned  her.  The  claimant  then  married  Era  W.  Palmer 
at  Rushville,  111.,  on  December  25.  1868,  and  lived  with  him  as  his 
wife  until  his  death  in  1884. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  only  (juestion  i-aised  by  this  appeal  is  that 
of  the  legality  of  the  second  marriage  of  the  widow,  or  in  other  words, 
her  marriage  to  the  soldier  from  whose  death  she  claims  title  to  pension. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  such  marriages 
as  are  involved  in  this  case  shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal 
marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

The  case  of  Mary  B.  McCollum,  widow  (6  P.  D.,  93),  contains  a  full 
quotation  from  the  case  of  Cartwright  et  al  w.  McGown  (121  111.,  388) 
in  which  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Illinois  discusses  the  sub- 
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jec't  of  common-law  marriages  in  that  State  most  exhaustively.  There 
is  no  manner  of  doubt  but  that  a  common-law  marriage  is  recognized 
in  Illinois  and  that  the  courts  of  the  State  have  gone  very  far  to  legalize 
marriages  entered  into  in  good  faith,  no  matter  whether  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  on  the  subject  of  marriage  have  been  complied  with  or 
not-  Coal  Run  Coal  Company  v.  Jones  (127  111.,  379),  Johnson  v. 
Johnson  (114  111.,  611),  Schmisseur  v,  Beatrie  (147  111.,  210). 

In  the  Cartwright  case,  mentioned  above  (121  111.,  388),  the  supreme 

court  says: 

Where  both  parties  are  married  in  the  honest  belief,  founded  on  apparently  good 
leaeon,  that  they  are  capable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  contract,  when  in  fact 
one  of  them  is  not,  if  they  continue  to  cohabit  a^  man  and  wife  after  the  removal  of 
the  impediment  to  their  lawful  union,  the  law  will  presume  a  common-law  marriage 
by  the  acts  of  the  parties  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  prevent  such  presump- 
tion. In  such  a  case  there  are  many  strong  and  cogent  reasons  for  presuming  a  new 
marriage  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  even  though  the  parties  may  not  have 
known  of  its  removal.  There  the  cohabitation,  in  ignorance  of  facts  rendering  it 
illegal,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  meretricious  or  criminal  until  the  {larties  have  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts.  Their  purpose  in  such  a  union  is  honorable  marriage,  which  the 
law  favors,  and  not  mere  illicit  intercourse. 

In  the  case  of  Schmisseur  v.  Beatrie  (147  111.,  210)  the  supremo  court 
lays  down  the  doctrine  in  this  class  of  cases  as  follows: 

1.  A  second  marriage  is  void  when  either  of  the  parties  to  it  has  a  husband  or  wife 
by  a  former  marriage  who  has  never  l)een  divorced  and  in  still  living. 

2.  Where  a  marriage  has  once  been  solemnized  acconiing  to  the  forms  of  law  every 
presumption  will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  validity.  This  presumption  is  so  strong 
that  a  former  husband  or  wife  will  be  presumed  to  be  dead  after  an  absence  of  less 
than  seven  years.  The  ordinary  presumption  of  the  continuance  of  human  life  is 
made  to  give  way  to  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  innocence  of  a  second  marriage. 

The  second  marriage  in  this  case  took  place,  probably,  within  eight 
months  after  the  first  husband  abandoned  the  claimant.  Certainly  this 
was  long  before  any  presumption  of  death  from  unexplained  absence 
could  arise  under  any  set  of  circumstances,  yet  there  is  another  ques- 
tion to  be  considered  just  here,  which  is  the  real  issue.  That  question 
is:  Did  the  claimant  marry  the  soldier  (or  her  sec^ond  husband)  in  good 
faith,  believing  she  had  a  right  to  marry  him,  or  in  the  language  of 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  in  the  Cartwright  case  (ibid):  Did  she 
marry  him  in  the  honest  belief,  founded  on  apparently  good  reason, 
that  she  was  capable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  contract  if  And, 
was  this  second  marriage  legal? 

This  is  a  matter  of  evidence.  The  claimant  upon  this  point  testifies 
before  the  special  examiner,  as  follows: 

At  the  time  I  raarrie<l  the  soldier  I  thought  that  Williams  was  <lead  or  else  I  would 
have  procured  a  divorce.  *  *  *  No,  sir;  I  never  procured  any  divorce,  for  I 
heard  he  was  dead  s<M>n  after  he  left  me.  A  man  named  Kavanaugh,  who  was 
freighting  on  the  i)lains  (he  is  dea<l) ,  came  to  Adel,  Iowa.  He  told  me  that  Williams 
was  munlered  at  Cheyenne  or  on  the  Cheyenne;  c-an't  say  which.    He  knew  Williams 
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at  Adel,  Iowa,  and  told  nie  that  he  saw  his  Ixxly  and  knew  him,  or  e\se  it  was  some- 
one who  looked  terribly  like  him.  I  never  heard  anyone  else  say  Williams  wm 
dead.  I  understood  from  Kavanaugh  that  he  waa  hung.  DonH  know  for  what  nor 
by  whom.  *  *  *  All  I  know  of  Williams'  being  previously  married  was  what  he 
told  Lewis  A.  Miller  and  Margaret  De Woody.  *  *  ♦  Williams  and  I  never  got 
along  agreeably.  He  waa  indolent,  and  wanted  me  to  make  the  living  for  both,  and 
he  was  too  fond  of  other  women. 

Margaret  De  Woody,  a  sister  of  the  claimant,  testified  that  after 
Williams  left  her  sister  he  was  reported  dead.  At  the  time  of  the 
separation,  however,  the  two  sisters  wei-e  living  scvemi  hundred  miles 
apart. 

James  M.  Baxter  testifies  that  Williams  and  the  claimant  lived  on 
his  farm  and  worked  for  him,  the  exact  date  he  could  not  remember, 
but  he  remembered  that  Williams  called  on  him  one  morning  for  some 
money  and  did  not  return.  The  witness  says  he  received  a  letter  from 
Williams,  dated  Council  Bluffs,  Iowa,  in  which  he  said  he  was  on  his 
way  West  and  would  not  return,  and  that  was  the  last  he  ever  heard 
of  him.  In  a  few  davs  he  eave  claimant  some  monev  to  return  to  her 
folks.  •      " 

Lewis  A.  Miller  testified  as  follows  regarding  Williams: 

My  sister  waa  married  t<i  a  man  named  AVilliams  a  year  str  two  after  the  war. 
Soon  after  she  waa  married  there  were  two  former  wives  of  Williams  hunting  for 
him,  and  he  ran  away.  I  heard  he  was  hung  by  a  mob  near  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah, 
about  two  years  after  ho  left  Esther. 

In  an  affidavit,  Mrs.  De  Woody  states  that  Williams  married  her  sis- 
ter, the  claimant,  under  an  assumed  name — his  real  name  was  "  Don  " — 
and  that  he  had  a  wife  living  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  to  claimant. 
This  was  told  the  afliant  bv  a  sister  of  Williams.  On  cross-examination 
this  witness  states  that  it  Wrus  a  '*•  rumor"  that  Williams  was  married 
prior  to  the  marriage  to  claimant. 

This  is  all  the  material  testimon}^  in  the  record  for  the  purposes  of 
this  inqujry.  It  is  apparent  that  there  is  no  approach  to  a  legal  estab- 
lishment of  a  prior  marriage  })y  Williams,  or  that  he  had  an  undivorced 
wife  living  at  the  time  he  married  claimant. 

That  disposes  of  one  of  the  questions  presented  by  appellant,  which 
may  now  be  discarded  as  not  proven. 

There  remains  the  (juestion  of  the  legality  of  the  marriage  of  the 
claimant  to  the  soldier  in  1808. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  marriage  of  the  claimant  and  soldier 
was  in  form  fully  in  conformity  vvith  the  statutory  requirements  of 
the  State  of  Illinois.  On  its  face  it  was  a  legal  and  valid  marriage; 
both  parties  were  of  sufficient  age  and  mental  capacity;  cohabitation 
and  a  continuous  living  together  as  iiusband  and  wife  for  a  period  of 
sixteen  vears  followed. 

It  is  equally  true  that  tlie  prior  marriage  of  the  claimant  to  WillituiLs 
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wa.s  in  due  and  legal  form  in  accordanc-.e  with  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Iowa. 

In  the  (;ase  of  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (114  111.,  611),  the  supreme  court 
of  that  State  cites  the  case  of  Senser  ct  al.  -v.  Bower  et  al.  (1  Penrose  & 
Watts,  Pa.,  450),  wherein  it  is  said: 

But  there  is  said  to  be  the  same  evidence  of  a  pre<!edeiit  marriage  of  the  mother 
witli  another  man^  who  was  alive  at  her  second  marriage,  and  hence  a  supposed 
dilemma;  but  the  proof  being  equal  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  innocence.  And 
so  far  is  this  carried  in  the  case  of  conflicting  presumptions,  that  the  one  in  favor  of 
innocence  shall  prevail. 

« 

I  apprehend  that  the  main  difficulty  in  reaching  a  proper  conclusion 
in  this  class  of  cases  has  arisen  from  confounding  presumptions  with 
proofs,  or,  in  other  words,  mingling  what  are  presumptio  juris  with 
conclusive  presumptions. 

In  the  Johnson  case  (Ibid.)  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  says: 

But  if  the  law  raises  the  presumption  that  the  former  husband  was  alive  at  the 
date  of  the  last  marriage,  from  the  fact  that  seven  years  had  not  then  elapsed  since 
the  last  knowledge  of  him,  it  also,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  presumes 
that  the  parties  in  contracting  sudi  marriage,  and  in  subsequently  cohabiting,  were 
inuoc^ent  of  immorality  or  crime,  and  that  there  was  no  legal  impediment  to  its  con- 
summation. When  a  marriage  is  shown  in  fact  the  law  raises  a  strong  presumption 
in  favor  of  its  legality,  and  the  burden  is  with  the  party  objecting  to  its  validity  to 
prove  that  it  is  not  valid. 

It  seems  to  l>e  the  law  in  Illinois  that  '^  in  absence  of  proof  to  the 
conti-ary,"  a  marriage  in  fact  will  be  presumed  to  be  legal. 

There  is  not  a  line  of  testimony  in  the  record  in  this  case  that  even 
tends  to  show  that  the  first  husband  was  alive  at  the  date  of  the  mar- 
riage to  the  soldier.  There  is  a  presumption  of  continuance  of  life, 
nothing  more.  There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  wa^  killed 
or  hung  shortly  after  he  left  the  claimant. 

In  the  ease  of  the  Coal  Run  Coal  Company  v.  Jones  (127  111.,  379) 
the  Supreme  Court  says: 

The  second  marriage  being  shown  in  fact,  the  law  raises  a  strong  presumption  in 
favor  of  its  legality,  which  we  do  not  reganl  as  overcome  by  mere  proof  of  a  prior 
marriage,  and  that  the  first  wife  had  not  obtaine<l  a  divorce. 

In  paragi*aph  951,  in  the  first  volume  of  his  work  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  Mr.  Bishop  says: 

If,  while  this  presumption  of  the  continued  life  of  an  absent  party  to  a  marriage 
remains,  the  other  enters  into  a  second  marriage,  the  presumption  of  the  innocence 
of  such  marriage  oi)erates  as  a  counter  presumption  of  death.  Should  it  be  urged 
that  in  natural  reason  the  marriage  does  not  render  the  death  more  probable,  the 
reply  is  that  actual  l)elief  and  presumption  are  not  necessarily  identical,  yet  truly  the 
marriage  is  an  added  ground  for  inferring  death.  For  right-minde<l  men  and  women, 
as  all  are  assumed  to  be,  will  not  knowingly  commit  |X)lygamy. 
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And  in  paragraph  956  the  author  sums  up  in  this  forceful  language: 

Every  intendment  of  the  law  leans  io  matrimony.  When  a  marriage  has  been 
shown  in  evidence,  whether  regular  or  irregular,  and  whatever  the  form  of  proofs, 
the  law  raises  a  strong  presumption  of  its  legality — not  only  easting  the  burden  of 
proof  on  the  party  objecting,  but  reijuiring  him  throughout,  in  every  particular, 
to  make  plain  against  the  constant  pressure  of  this  presmnption,  the  truth  of  law 
and  fac!t  that  it  is  illegal  and  void.  So  that  this  issue  can  not  be  tried  like  the  ordi- 
nary ones,  which  are  independent  of  this  special  presumption.  And  the  strength  of 
the  presumption  increases  with  the  lapse  of  time  through  which  the  parties  are 
cohabiting  as  man  and  wife.  It  being  for  the  highest  good  of  the  parties,  of  the 
children,  and  of  the  community  that  all  intercourse  between  the  sexes  in  form  matri- 
monial should  be  such  in  fact,  the  law,  when  administered  by  enlightened  judges, 
seizes  upon  all  probabilities,  and  presses  into  its  service  all  things  else  which  can 
help  it,  in  each  particular  case,  to  sustain  the  mairiage,  and  repel  the  conclusion  of 
unlawful  commerce. 

See,  also,  Jennette  Burton  (9  P.  D.,  31) ;  Louise  C.  Germain  (II  P.  D.,66);  Miner\*a 
Brown  (No.  76  Current  Series);  Mary  Coburn  (11  P.  D.,  43). 

When  the  claimant  in  this  case  proved  as  a  fact  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois;  and  when 
this  marriage  was  followed  })\^  cohabitation  for  sixteen  years,  during 
which  period  she  bore  him  a  large  family  of  children,  her  pensionable 
status  was  established,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  she  entered  into 
said  marriage  while  she  had  a  former  husband  living  and  undivorced. 
The  mere  presumption  of  life  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  those  pre- 
sumptions which  surround  the  celebmtion  of  a  marriage,  and  this  b^^ 
the  vastly  greater  weight  of  authority  in  this  country. 

What  is  then  to  be  said  of  the  other  view  of  this  case,  that  the  sol- 
dier and  claimant  lived  and  cohabited  together  for  a  period  of  sixteen 
years  after  the  marriage?  Each  year  of  such  life  strengthened  the 
presumption  that  arose  at  the  fact  of  marriage  until  what  may  have 
been  a  rebuttable  presumption  ripened  into  an  almost  conclusive  one. 
The  special  examination  began  in  1897,  thirty-one  years  after  Wil- 
liams' abandonment  of  the  claimant,  and  not  a  witnesss  wa.s  heard  to 
say  that  he  had  ever  been  heard  from  since  the  day  of  his  disappear- 
ance in  the  year  1868. 

In  the  light  of  the  decisions  of  the  Illinois  courts,  and  the  broad 
doctrine  of  the  law  obtaining  everywhere  which  favors  lawful  mar- 
riage, and  sustains,  wherever  possible,  the  iimocence  of  the  parties 
entering  that  sacred  relation,  it  clearly  appears  that  this  claimant  is 
the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed  and  the  papers  are 
herewith  returned  for  action  in  conformit}'  with  this  opinion. 
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PKACrriC^E -APPEAIy-FEE   AND   MEIUT   CLAIM- 

Jam£8  Hughes  (father,  claimant). 
T.  W.  Tallmadge  (attorney). 

Tlie  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  for  pension  upon  it«  merite  can  not  be  reviewed 
upon  a])(>eal  from  a(;tion  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

A.»Mii<f(mt  Seeret(iry  Jh\  L.  Campbell  t^)  the  Cormnissioner  of  Pensi^cns^ 

April  19,  1901. 

T.  W.  Tallmadge,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  January  23,  1901, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  in  the  matter  of  the 
fee  on  the  isdue  of  July  9,  1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  of  James 
Hughes,  as  dependent  father  of  Patrick  Hughes,  deceased,  who  served 
a8  first-class  fireman  on  ship  Maliie,  United  States  Navy. 

The  appellant,  in  behalf  of  the  claimant,  on  September  26,  1898, 
filed  a  declaration  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension,  ''under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890."  He  filed,  August  31,  1899,  arti- 
cles of  agreement  stipulating  for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25  and  the 
evidence  which  established  the  claim. 

On  July  9, 19(X),  certificate  issued  to  allow  to  the  claimant,  as  depend- 
ent father  of  Patrick  Hughes,  deceased,  pension  under  the  provisions 
of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  On  said  issue  Mr. 
Tallmadge  was  certified  a  fee  of  $10.  Upon  appeal  he  contends  for 
the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25  under  said  articles  of  agreement. 

Appellant  contends,  in  substance,  that  pension  should  have  been 
allowed  under  the  general  law.  He  cites  the  decision  of  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  cjise  of  Kathryne  A.  Ratcliffe  (11  P.  D.,  171),  in  support 
of  his  contention. 

In  the  case  of  Kathryne  A.  Ratcliffe,  supra,  the  Department  held 
that^ 

An  apphcant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make  and 
prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90. 

Also  in  the  case  of  Kathrina  Blitch  (11  P.  D.,  247),  the  Department 
held,  in  substance,  that  it  would  be  error  where  a  dependent  parent's 
claim  is  filed  and  prosecuted  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes, 
without  invoking  the  benefits  conferred  by  the  1st  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  ''  to  issue  certificate  as  under  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  1,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90." 

However,  the  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is  not  whether  pen- 
sion has  been  allowed  under  the  proper  law,  but  whether  the  correct 
fee  has  been  certified  to  the  attorney  for  his  services  in  securing  the 
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pension  which  has  teen  allowed.  This  question  is  in  no  way  affected 
by  the  fact  that  a  person  can  prosecute  a  claim  for  a  dependent  parent's 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  18iH), 
as  is  held  in  the  case  of  Ratcliffe,  supra,  or  by  the  fact  that  it  would 
be  error  to  issue  certificate  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  when  the  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  under  the  provisions  of 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  is  held  in  the  case  of  Blatch,  supra. 

When  error  is  committed  in  the  adjudication  of  a  claim,  an  appeal 
will  lie  to  this  Department  for  the  correction  of  the  error.  However, 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  upon  the  merits  thereof  can  not  be 
reviewed  upon  appeal  from  its  action  in  the  matter  of  fee.  For  the 
question  presented  on  the  appeal  is  as  to  the  matter  of  fee  and  nothing* 
in  addition  can  be  decided.  The  question  as  to  what  fee  shall  be  paid 
is  determined  from  the  record.  The  record  shows  what  j)ension  has 
been  secured,  and  the  law  fixes  the  amount  of  fee  to  be  certified  to  an 
attorney  for  his  services  in  securing  the  particular  pension  allowed. 
It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  only  such  fee  can  he  certified  as  the  law  pro- 
vides for  the  pension  secured;  and,  as  before  said,  the  record  shows 
what  pension  has  been  allowed. 

The  appellant  complains  that  the  proper  fee  has  not  been  certified  to 
him;  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  contention  for  a  larger  fee  than 
has  been  certified  to  him,  he  declares  that  pension  should  have  been 
allowed  pui*suant  to  some  law  other  than  that  under  which  the  claim 
was  approved.  But  he  has  taken  no  steps  looking  to  the  correction  of 
the  error  he  declares  has  been  committed;  he  permits  the  error  to 
remain  uncorrected  and  takes  steps  looking  to  the  payment  of  a  fee  for 
services  in  such  claim  as  he  believes  should  have  been  allowed  by  the 
Bureau. 

The  rule  has  been,  and  in  conformity  therewith  this  Department  has 
invariably  held,  that  only  such  fee  shall  be  paid  as  the  law  directs  for 
such  pension  as  has  been  secured  by  an  attorney  for  a  claimant. 

In  this  case  pension  has  been  secured  by  the  appellant  under  the 
provisions  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  One  of  the 
plain  mandates  contained  in  section  4  of  said  act  is  that  a  fee  in  excess 
of  $10  can  not  be  paid  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  said  act;  therefore,  a  fee  in  excess  of  said  amount  can 
not  be  paid  for  such  services.  (See  case  of  Sarah  O.  Stockwell,  10  P.  D. , 
428.)  So  any  contention  as  to  the  legality  of  the  Bureau's  action  in  a 
merit  claim  with  respect  to  the  pension  that  has  been  allowed  seizes 
no  purpose  upon  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  tn  the  matter 
of  fee  as  an  argument  to  show  that  the  proper  fee  has  not  been  certified. 

It  appears  that  the  proper  fee  has  been  certified  to  this  appellant  for 
securing  an  allowance  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  and 
accordingly,  said  action  is  affirmed. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  327 

oisr.oyal.ty— section  4716  re\^sei>  statutes-evidence— record. 

James  H.  Rainky. 

The  record  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war 
in  Anderson ville,  Ga.,  in  February,  1865,  wa**  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neil, 
rebel  recniiting officer,"  in  the  absence  of  pnx»f  showing  enlistment  in  the  rebel 
army  or  performance  of  service  therein,  <lcje.s  not  establish  the  fact  that  he 
aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  againnt  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campfyefl  t^)  tlve  Comml^ioner  of  Peiisums^ 

Apr!/  L%  1901. 

This  appellant,  James  H.  Rainey,  was  a  member,  from  August  20, 
1862,  to  August  9,  18t>5,  of  Companies  E  and  C,  Seventh  Tennessee 
Cavalry,  and  in  September,  1891,  was  allowed  pension,  certificate  No« 
664:705,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  in  March,  1895,  was 
dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground  that  he  had  voluntarily  aided 
and  abetted  the  rebellion,  dropping  of  pension  being  made  pursuant 
to  a  decision  by  the  Department  rendered  February  24,  1894,  affirm- 
ing rejection  in  December,  1883,  of  a  claim  filed  June  29,  1882,  under 
the  Revised  Statutes,  on  account  of  an  alleged  injur}'  of  breast  received 
in  the  summer  of  1863,  the  rejection  and  affirmance  being  Imsed 
mainly,  if  not  solely,  upon  the  fact,  stilted  of  record,  that  he  had 
been,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  in  Anderson ville,  Ga.,  in  February, 
1866,  *Hransf erred  to  Colonel  O'Neil,  rel)el  recruiting  officer." 

The  original  decision  of  February  24,  1894,  was  adhered  to  Sep- 
tember 6,  1894,  October  30,  1894,  March  23,  1895,  and  November  15, 
1897.  The  claimant  then  applied  to  Congress,  and  a  special  act  was 
passed  and  approved  January  15,  1901,  directing  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  place  his  name  upon  the  rolls  at  $12  per  month,  which  has 
been  done. 

On  February  27,  1901,  he  filed  the  present  motion  for  reconsidera- 
tion, contending  that  the  reports  of  the  Congressional  committees  ia 
re  bill  for  passage  of  said  special  act,  and  the  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  he  did  not  voluntarily  enlist  in  the  rebel  army  or  aid  or  abet 
the  rebellion,  and  that  his  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
should  l)e  restored  from  date  of  dropping. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  claimant  was  cap- 
tured March  24,  1864,  and  while  a  prisoner  of  war  was  transferred,  as 
above  stated,  on  February  28, 1805,  and  was  returned  to  his  command 
April  18,  1865.  There  is  no  record  showing  his  enlistment  in  the 
Confederate  army,  and  he  denies  that  he  ever  did,  in  fact,  enlist 
therein  or  take  any  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  government, 
or  perform  any  Confederate  service. 

He  explains  the  record  by  saying  that  when  a  call  for  volunteers  in 
the  Confederate  ainny  was  made  by  the  rebel  authorities  to  the  pris- 
oners he  and  others  responded  with  a  view  solely  of  thus  finding  a 
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way  to  escape  rather  than  die  from  hunger  and  exposure  in  the 
prison.  lie  wa8  sick  at  the  time,  he  says,  but  was  taken  alon^  hy  his 
comrades  and  placed  in  Ocmulgee  Hospital,  at  Macon,  Gra.,  from 
which  place  he  made  his  escape. 

Claimant's  explanation  has  not  been  credited  because  of  the  apparent 
improbability  that  the  Confederate  recruiting  oflScer  would  have 
accepted  a  man  so  sick  as  to  be  unable  even  to  march,  as  claimant 
states  he  was,  he  being  carried  out,  he  says,  b}^  his  comrades  and 
placed  on  an  old  car  for  transportation. 

Two  comrades  corroliorate  his  statement  that  he  and  the  others  with 
whom  he  went  on  '"transference"  to  Colonel  O'Neil  were  induced  to  do 
so  to  escape  the  rigors  of  their  prison  life  and  to  find  means  also  for 
escaping  from  the  Confederate  powers  and  rejoining  their  own  Union 
commands. 

This  ciuse  is  similar  to  that  of  John  H.  Kimball,  11  P.  D,,  124,  136, 
in  which  the  Department  held  that — 

The  record  showing  the  transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neil,  rebel  Pecruit- 
ing  officer,  will  not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  army, 
but  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion. 

And  the  adverse  action  in  that  case  was  reversed  upon  failure  of  the 
proof  to  show  that  the  soldier,  Kimball,  did,  in  fact,  either  enlist  or 
perfonn  any  service  in  the  Confederate  army. 

So,  also,  in  the  present  case,  there  is  no  evidence  tending  even  to 
show  that  this  claimant  ever  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army,  or  ever 
performed  any  service  whatever  therein,  or  otherwise  did  anything 
whatever  to  aid  or  abet  the  rebellion.  He  denies,  under  oath,  that  he 
ever  took  any  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  government,  and 
there  is  no  evidence,  aside  from  the  bare  record,  tending  to  show  that 
he  did  take  such  an  oath  or  that  he  performed  any  service  in  that 
army.  According  to  his  story  he  lay  the  whole  time  after  his  trans- 
fer and  until  his  escape  in  the  rebel  hospital,  without  performing  any 
service.  The  mere  seeming  improbability  that  they  accepted  for  serv- 
ice a  ver}'  sick  man  does  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  ground  for  refusing 
all  pension  to  this  claimant,  who  performed  nearly  two  years  of  faith- 
ful, active  service  and  suffered  ten  months  of  prison  hardships.  It 
may  have  })een  considered  by  the  rebel  recruiting  ofhcers  that  claim- 
ant would  quickly  recover  from  his  sickness  by  reason  of  a  chan^ 
from  the  prison  life  and  soon  be  able  to  enter  the  rebel  ranks  pursu- 
ant to  the  volunteer  offer. 

In  the  absence  of  any  proof  showing  his  enlistment  in  the  rebel  army 
or  performance  of  any  service  therein,  the  holding  that  he  voluntarily 
aided  and  abetted  the  rebellion  does  not  appear  to  be  warranted. 
Claimant  was  under  Colonel  O'Neil  less  than  seven  weeks,  much  less 
time  than  was  Kimball,  and,  like  Kimball,  is  not  shown  to  have  actu- 
ally done  an}^  service  whatever  during  even  that  short  time. 
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I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  fails  to  establish  that  claimant 
voluntarily  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion.  This  motion  is,  therefore, 
sustained  and  the  action  of  March,  1895,  dropping  claimant  from  the 
rolls,  is  reversed. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes  on  the  ground 
that  service  origin  of  the  alleged  disability  is  not  established  will  stand, 
that  ground  of  action  having  been  fully  considered  on  the  original 
appeal,  and  then  claimant  having  made  no  contention  as  to  the  affiim- 
ance  of  such  rejection  on  that  ground. 

You  will  readjudicate  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing. 


ORIGIN— DISABILITY— INCUBATION— TYPHOID    FEVEU. 

Andrew  Forbes. 

This  claim  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that,  according  to  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  the  appellant  became  ill  in  eight  days  after  his  enlistment,  and 
that,  according  to  the  evidence  filed,  hia  sickness  was  typhoid  fever;  and  that, 
according  to  medical  authorities,  the  period  of  eight  days  is  too  short  for  the 
incubation  of  said  disease,  which  was,  therefore,  not  contracted  in  the  service 
and  consequently  any  disability  arising  therefrom  is  not  pensionable. 

Held:  That  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  said  record  is  erroneous  as  to  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  soldier's  illness  and  that  the  statement  of  the  Bureau 
relative  to  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  introrrect. 

Action  reverseil. 

AMKi'Majit  Sex^retaiy  7^  L,  Campbell  to  th^  CommhHtoinn^  of  l\m»}(ms^ 

ApHl  2^2,  190L 

This  appellant,  Andrew  Forbes,  late  private  of  Captain  Brown's 
Independent  Company  of  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Militia  Cavalry, 
applied  for  a  pension  on  July  13,  1889,  and  alleged  that  in  July, 
1863,  he  contracted  typhoid  fever,  was  treated  in  camp  and  while  con- 
valescing began  to  be  troubled  with  diarrhea,  which  has  continued  to 
the  present  time,  and  soon  after  his  discharge  he  began  to  suffer  from 
rheumatism  and  bronchitis,  and  later  with  disease  of  heart. 

This  claim,  which  is  numbered  716303,  was  rejected  on  April  28, 
1896,  for  the  reason  that  the  typhoid  fever,  which  had  been  alleged 
as  the  cause  of  appellant's  disabilities,  was  not  conti-acted  in  the 
service,  but  was  incurred  prior  to  his  enlistment,  as  the  records  of 
the  War  Department  show  that  he  was  taken  sick  at  Chambersburg, 
Pa.,  on  June  28,  1863,  within  eight  days  after  his  enlistment  and 
because  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  more  than  eight 
days. 

The  attorney  of  record  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action 
on  November  17,  1898,  and  alleged  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was 
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erroneous  because  appellant  was  not  sick  at  Chambersburg,  Pa. ,  on 
June  28,  1863;  that  he  was  not  sick  until  July  8,  1803;  that  the  Con- 
fedemte  army  was  in  possession  of  Chanil)ers})urg  on  June  28,  1863, 
and  that  he  could  not  have  been  there  at  that  time  unless  he  had  been 
a  prisoner  of  war,  which  he  was  not. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  appellant  ^was 
enrolled  on  June  20,  1803,  and  was  mustered  out  on  August  1.  18*>8; 
that  Captain  Brown's  company  was  ordered,  on  July  8,  to  leave  Harris- 
burg,  Pa.,  and  proceed  to  Chambersburg,  Pa.,  and  that  the  muster-out 
rolls  of  the  company,  dated  August  1,  1803,  reix)rted  the  appell&nt 
absent — sick  at  Chambers])urg,  Pa.,  since  June  28,  1803. 

On  Decem))er  30,  1889,  the  attorney  filed  an  affidavit  from  James  C 
Forbes,  who  was  a  comrade  of  the  appellant,  in  which  he  stated  that 
the  soldier  conti'acted  typhoid  fever  at  Clear  Spring,  Md.,  in  July, 
1803,  and  that  he,  the  affiant,  was  detailed  to  take  charge  of  him  in 
camp.  This  affidavit  and  a  statement  from  the  attorney,  in  which  he 
endeavored  to  show  that  the  record  was  erroneous,  were  sent  to  the 
War  Department  with  its  former  report  with  the  inquiry  whether,  in 
view  of  the  statements  and  of  the  fact  that  the  command  did  not  leave 
Harrisburg  until  July  4  (?),  18()3,  and  had  not  been  absent  from  that 
city  prior  to  that  date,  the  Department  report  showing  the  soldier  as 
absent,  sick  at  Chambersburg,  Pa.,  on  June  28,  1803,  was  not  incor- 
rect, and  whether  the  dati^  should  not  be  July  2H^  1803.  To  these 
inquiries  the  War  Department  replied  under  date  of  Api-il  22,  1898, 
tliat  the  report  of  Nov^ember  29,  1889,  which  showed  the  soldier  sick 
at  Chambersburg,  Pa.,  since  June  28,  1803,  was  correct. 

In  1895,  the  case  was  specially  examined  and  the  soldier  stated  to 
the  special  examiner  that  he  was  with  his  regiment  at  Harrisburg,  Pa., 
until  eJuly  4,  1803,  when  they  went  to  Chambersburg,  which  they 
reached  on  the  7th:  thev  remained  there  for  about  three  davs  and  then 
went  to  Falling  Water,  Md.,  and  from  there  to  Clear  Spring  in  the 
same  State;  that  he  thought  that  the  journey  from  Harrisburg  to  Clear 
Spring,  occupied  nine  days;  that  he  was  perfectly  well  when  they 
arrived  at  the  latter  place,  but  two  or  three  days  later  he  became  sick, 
and  when  his  company  returned  to  Chambersburg,  a  few  days  later, 
he  was  able  to  ac(»ompany  it,  but  when  his  company  left  Chaml>ei-s- 
burg,  which  was  alK)ut  July  15,  he  was  unable  to  travel  and  was  left 
behind  in  the  care  of  Dr.  Shaw,  who  was  a  resident  physician  of  that 
town,  with  whom  he  remained  until  August  1,  1803,  when  he  had 
recovered  sufficiently'  so  that  he  could  go  to  Harrisburg,  where  he  was 
mustered  out  on  the  same  dav. 

The  statements  of  the  appellant  relative  to  his  presence  with  his 
company  in  Harrisburg  in  July  were  corrol)orated  by  the  statements 
of  the  captain  of  his  company,  who  told  the  special  examiner  that  his 
company  left  Harrisburg  on  the  2d  of  July  and  that  they  were  exposed 
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to  a  rain  storm  mooii  after  their  start,  and  that  the  appellant  wa8  taken 
sii'k  on  the  next  day  and  was  left  in  a  house  ne^r  Chainbersburg,  which 
plai!e  they  reached  on  the  5th  or  6th  of  July. 

James  C.  Forbes,  who  was  a  comrade  of  the  appellant,  but  is  not 
related  to  him,  told  the  special  examiner  that  he  had  been  acquainted 
with  the  appellant  before  enlistment  and  tinted  with  him  in  the  service; 
that  he,  the  appellant,  was  taken  with  typhoid  fever  at  Clear  Spring, 
Md.,  .several  weeks  after  enlistment;  that  he  assisted  him  to  return  to 
Chambei'sburg,  Pa.,  with  the  company,  and  that  he  was  detailed  to 
wait  on  him  and  did  so  until  the  company  left  Chambersburg  to  return 
to  Harrisburg,  shortly  before  it  was  mustered  out;  that  as  the  appel- 
lant was  unable  to  accompany  the  command  he  was  left  behind  in  the 
charge  of  a  physician  residing  in  Chambersburg. 

Dr.  Alexander  R.  Shaw,  of  Philadelphia,  told  the  special  examiner 
that  he  was  residing  at  Chambersburg  |in  1863,  and  remembered  that 
he  took  a  soldier,  who  was  sick  with  typhoid  fever,  into  his  house  and 
treated  him  because  he  was  unable  to  go  with  his  command;  that  he 
never  had  but  one  soldier  sick  in  his  house,  but  could  not  recall 
whether  he  treated  him  before  or  after  July  4,  1863,  nor  could  he 
remember  his  name. 

It  appeal's  from  the  Chronicles  of  the  War  of  the  Rebellion  that 
the  Confederate  cavalry,  which  was  the  advance  guard  of  General 
Lee's  army  in  its  invasion  of  Pennsylvania,  entered  Chambersburg  on 
June  16,  1863,  and  that  on  June  23,  1863,  said  town  was"  reoceupied 
by  the  Confederate  army  in  force,  which,  passing  onward,  reached 
Carliijle  and  Gettysburg  on  the  26th  and  captured  York  on  the  27th. 
On  July  1  a  body  of  Union  militia,  finding  that  the  Confederate  forces 
had  withdrawn  from  Carlisle,  took  possession  of  that  place  but  were 
attacked  during  the  afternoon  b}'  the  Confederates,  and  the  United 
States  barracks  were  burned  during  the  cannonade.  During  the  bat- 
tles of  the  1st,  2d,  and  3rd  of  Julj^  the  Confederate  army  was  concen- 
trated at  Gettysburg,  and  after  their  defeat  retreated  through  Cham- 
bersburg and  finally  recrossed  the  Potomac  into  Virginia  on  July  13, 
1863. 

The  appellant  was  residing  in  Rome,  Bradford  Count}^  Pa.,  which 
is  in  the  northern  central  part  of  the  State,  w^hen  he  enlisted  and  went 
down  to  HaiTisburg  to  the  camp  of  rendezvous,  and  was  mustered  into 
the  service  there  on  the  20th  of  June.  At  this  time,  as  has  been 
shown,  the  cavalry  of  the  enemy  had  already  entered  Chambei-sburg 
and  were  followed  a  few  days  later  by  the  main  army,  which  pushed 
its  way  northward  to  Carlisle  and  Gettysburg  by  the  26th. 

As  the  records  of  the  War  Department  and  the  evidence  filed  show 
that  the  appellant's  command  was  at  Harrisburg  until  after  the  1st  of 
July,  it  does  not  appear  to  be  possible  that  the  soldier  could  have  left 
it  and,  by  making  a  detour,  alone,  have  reached  a  position  at  Cham- 


332  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

bersburg  in  the  rear  of  the  enemy  on  the  26th  of  June,  and  have 

remained  there  during  the  period  of  their  invasion  until  August  1, 1863. 

In  the  case  of  Stephen  Thompson  (7  P.  D.,  20),  it  was  held  that — 

An  official  contemporaneous  record  is  the  best  evidence  as  to  the  facts  therein  recited, 
and  will  generally  be  accepted  by  the  Department  as  conclusive.  It  may,  how- 
ever, be  shown  by  competent  pnxjf  to  have  been  erroneous,  but  this  proof  must  lie 
of  the  strongest  character. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  it  would  have  l)een  impossible 
for' the  appellant  to  have  left  his  command  at  Harrisburg  at  any  time 
between  the  date  of  his  enlistment  on  June  20, 1863,  and  make  his  way 
alone  through  a  country  infested  with  the  enemy's  troops  until  he 
reached  Chambersburg,  which  wtus  then  in  their  possession,  and 
remained  there  unmolested  from  June  28  until  after  they  had  recrossed 
the  Potomac  River. 

The  opinion  of  the  Bureau  that  eight  days  is  too  short  a  period  for 
the  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  conclu- 
sions reached  by  the  commission  which  was  appointed  by  the  United 
States  to  investigate  and  report  upon  the  prevalence  of  tj'phoid  fever 
among  the  American  soldiers  in  1898.  One  of  their  statements  given 
as  a  result  of  their  investigation  is  as  follows:  ''The  shortest  period 
of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  probably  something  under  eight  days." 
See  article,  entitled:  '*  Conclusions  reached  after  a  study  of  typhoid 
fever  among  American  soldiers  in  1898,"  read  before  American  Medical 
Association  at  its  meeting  at  Atlantic  City,  N.  J.,  in  June,  19(X),  and 
published  in  the  Philadelphia  Medical  Journal,  on  pages  1315  to  V^2o, 
in  June  of  that  vear. 

It  is  evident  from  the  facts  in  this  case  that  the  report  of  the  War 
Department  is  incorrect  in  stating  the  date  of  the  commencement  of 
the  appellant's  illness  and  that  the  Bureau  has  erred  in  stating  that 
eight  days  is  too  short  a  period  for  the  incubation  of  typhoid  fever. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  therefore  reversed  and  the  case  is 
remanded  for  further  action  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


DESERTION-SERVIC^K-HONORABLE  DISCHARGE. 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  H.  Burns. 

The  appellant  firnt  enlisted,  under  the  name  of  Patrick  H.  Bnnw,  for  two  years,  in 
Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Vohinteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein 
until  Febniary,  18^2,  when  he  dest^rte*!,  and  wa«  never  formally  di£tcluu^|2:ed 
therefrom.  He  enlisted  a  necond  time  on  August  7,  1862,  while  a  deserter  from 
said  organization,  under  his  correct  name  of  Henry  P.  Burns,  for  three  years,  in 
Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  and  8erve<l  therein  until  June  26, 
1865,  when  he  was  mustered  out  and  honorably  discharged  the  service  with  said 
company.  He  was  pensioneil  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law 
for  an  injury  to  head  and  back,  incurred*  in  July,  1864,  during  his  second  term 
of  enlistment.  On  February  9,  1897,  he  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  because  of 
hL«»  desertion  from  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 
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Held:  That  appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York 
Volunteer  Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long  prior  to  the  incurrence  of 
the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense  of  desertion  terminated  with 
Maid  contract  of  enlistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  he 
was  no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  of  military  duty  under  his  second 
enlistment,  and  occupied  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  action  dropping  him  from 
the  rolls  Ijec^ause  of  desertion  from  his  first  service  was  error.  (See  case  of  John 
Norton,  9P.D.,  382.) 

A^if^htant  Secretary  F,  L.  Cam-pbell  to  the  Cammisshmer  of  Pen»ions^ 

AprU  27,  1901. 

Henry  P.  Burns,  late  a  private  in  Company  B,  Thirty -fifth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volun- 
teer Heavy  Artillery,  was  formerly  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of 
the  general  pension  law  at  the  rate  of  $10  per  month  for  an  jnjury  to 
head  and  back  and  resulting  neuralgia,  and  on  February  9,  1897,  he 
was,  after  due  and  legal  notice,  dropped  from  the  rolls  and  his  pension 
terminated  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  from  his  first  term 
of  enlistment  for  military  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  in 
Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  had 
never  been  discharged  therefrom. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  August  17,  1900. 

The  official  military  record  of  this  appellant^s  army  service  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion  shows  that  he  first  enlisted  on  Ma}^  7,  1861, 
under  the  name  of  Patrick  H.  Burns,  in  Company  B,  Thirty -fifth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  for  a  term  of  two  years,  and  was  mustered 
into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  for  ^  term  of  two  years, 
as  a  private  in  said  company,  on  June  11,  1861,  and  served  therein 
until  the  monjth  of  February,  1862,  when  he  deserted  from  hospital  at 
Eimira,  New  York,  on  some  date  prior  to  the  28th  of  said  month,  the 
exact  date  of  said  desertion  not  being  shown.  He  never  rejoined  said 
company  and  regiment  from  desertion,  and  never  received  a  formal 
discharge  therefrom. 

He  enlisted  a  second  time  on  August  7,  1862,  while  still  a  deserter 
from  his  first  term  of  enlistment,  under  his  correct  name  of  Henry  P. 
Burns,  in  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Heavy  Artillery, 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  and  served  in  said  organization  from  that 
date  to  June  26,  1865,  when  he  was  mustered  out  and  discharged  the 
service  with  his  company. 

The  appellant's  first  conti'act  of  enlistment  for  military  service  in 
Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  for  a  term 
of  two  years  from  June,  1861,  and  expired  by  limitation  in  June,  1863, 
the  record  showing  that  said  company  was  mustered  out  of  the  service 
by  reason  of  expiration  of  term  of  enlistment  on  June  5,  1863. 

The  injury  to  head  and  back  for  which  the  appellant  was  pensioned 
was  alleged  by  him  and  shown  })y  the  evidence  upon  which  his  claim  for 
pension  on  account  of  said  injury  was  admitted  to  have  been  incurred 
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in  July,  1864,  while  he  was  serving  under  his  second  contract  of  enlist- 
ment in  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Heavy  Artillery. 

Said  injury  was,  therefore,  incurred  more  than  a  year  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  appellant's  first  tenn  of  enlistment  in  Comimny^  B,  Thirty- 
fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

The  action,  dropping  this  appellant  from  the  rolls  from  which  thLs 
appeal  was  taken,  was  had  under  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the 
case  of  George  Lessor  (8  P.  D.,  114),  wherein  it  was  held: 

That  a  claimant  against  whom  there  stands  a  chai^  of  desertion  under  an  enlist- 
ment for  service  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  which  charge  the  War  Department 
declines  to  remove,  has  no  title  to  pension  under  any  existing  law  on  account  of  dis- 
ability incurred  in  said  war,  or  service  performed  therein. 

This  ruling  and  decision  was  subsequently,  however,  partially  over- 
ruled, and  very  greatly  modified  by  the  decision  in  the  case  of  John 
Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382),  wherein  the  whole  subject  of  desertion  in  its 
relation  to,  and  bearing  upon  pensions,  and  claimants  for  pension,  was 
most  thoroughly  and  exhaustively  discussed  and  carefully  considered, 
and  the  present  views  and  holding  of  this  Department  announced. 

In  said  decision  it  was  stated,  among  other  conclusions  reached,  ai» 
follows: 

If  the  disability  was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  such  reenlistment,  the  claim  should  l)e  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 
command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  foregoing  ruling  holds  that  a  disability 
incurred  in  the  service  "  while  the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior 
enlistment"'  was  not  pensionable,  and  this  not  simply  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  deserter  from  such  prior  enlistment,  as  was  held  in  the 
Lessor  case,  but  solely  upon  the  ground  that  at  the  time  of  its  incur- 
rence he  was  not  in  the  line  of  dutv  for  the  reason  that  he  was  then 
absent  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract 
of  enlistment 

It  was  also  laid  down  in  said  decision  in  the  Norton  case  (supra),  as 
a  correct  principle  of  law  governing  the  question  of  desertion,  follow- 
ing the  opinion  of  Attorney-General  Taft  (15  Op.,  157),  which  is 
therein  quoted  with  approval — 

that  the  contract  of  enlistment  must  in  all  cases,  even  in  that  of  desertion,  ber^arde<l 
as  having  expire<l  when  the  last  day  of  the  term  of  enlistment  therein  fixed  has 
ela))sed.  And  since  the  obligation  to  serve  depends  on  the  contract,  and  neces- 
sarily ceases  therewith,  the  offense  of  desertion,  on  grounds  already  set  forth,  most 
be  deemed  to  terminate  at  the  same  time.  In  short,  that  offense  may  be  viewed  as 
continuing  up  to  the  end  of  the  term  of  enlistment,  but  not  beyond. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  it  is 
apparent  that  this  appellant  can  not  be  considered  as  having  been  in 
desertion  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  the  injur}-  for  which  he  was 
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foiinerly  pensioned,  for  his  first  contract  of  enlistment  had  expired 
by  limitation  long  prior  thereto,  and  his  desertion  from  his  first  term 
of  enlistment  necessarily  terminated  with  the  expiration  of  said  con- 
tract. Said  injury  was,  therefore,  not  incurred  while  the  appellant 
was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment;  nor  can  it  be  held  that  it  was 
not  incurred  in  line  of  duty  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  then  absent 
from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlist- 
ment, since  his  former  contract  of  enlistment  having  expired  there 
wa.s  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  no  existing  legal  obli- 
gation resting  upon  the  appellant  to  serve  in  his  former  command, 
nor  could  he  have  been  held  to  such  service  except  as  a  punishment  for 
his  offense  of  desertion  duly  imposed  by  sentence  of  a  court-martial. 

It  is  true  that  the  enlistment  of  this  appellant  in  Company  M,  Fifth 
New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  was  at  a  date  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
his  first  term  of  service  under  his  former  contract  of  enlistment  in 
Company  B,  Thirty -fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  while  he 
was  undoubtedly  a  deserter  from  said  latter  organization,  and  was, 
therefore,  illegal  and  in  violation  of  the  twenty -second  (now  fiftieth) 
article  of  war,  but  it  is  held  by  the  authorities  of  the  War  Department 
that  the  validity  of  a  second  term  of  enlistment,  if  faithfully  per- 
formed, while  the  first,  by  reason  of  desertion,  is  yet  unfinished — 

Is  voidable  by  the  United  States,  but  not  void;  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  is  valid 
until  avoided  by  the  United  States;  so  that  if  it  In*  not  avoided  before  its  expiration 
it  becomes  a  complete,  legal  term  of  service.  (See  case  of  John  Turner,  First  Iowa 
Infantry,  cited  in  decision  in  case  of  George  I^essor,  supra.) 

The  record  shows  that  this  appellant's  service  under  his  second  con- 
tract of  enlistment  was  faithfully  performed,  and  that  the  United 
States  took  no  steps  to  avoid  said  service  by  arresting  him  as  a  deseiler 
and  returning  him  to  his  proper  command  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
his  first  term  of  enlistment,  but  permitted  him  to  (complete  the  same 
and  honorably  discharged  him  therefrom.  Under  said  holding  of  the 
War  Department,  which  has  been  held  to  be  authoritative  and  binding 
upon  this  Department  in  such  matters,  said  second  term  of  service 
becomes  and  was  a  "legal  term  of  service,''  and  it  necessarily  follows 
that  the  appellant  must  have  been  in  line  of  military  duty  as  a  soldier 
at  the  time  said  injury  was  incurred. 

The  action  dropping  the  appellant  from  the  rolls  upon  the  ground 
stated  was,  therefore,  clearly  erroneous  under  the  principles  and  ruU 
ing  laid  down  in  the  Norton  decision  (supra),  and  said  action  is  hereby 
reversed  and  set  aside,  and  you  are  directed  to  ciiuse  the  appellant  to 
be  restored  to  the  rolls  from  the  date  of  dropping  and  at  the  same 
rating  he  was  then  receiving. 
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PRACTICE— REDUCTION  RATiC— ACT  JUNK  27,  189(>. 

Mary  M.  De  Gougii  (wiih)w). 

The  rate  (»f  $8  i>er  month,  to  which  this  soldier  waH  r\*<lu(*e<l,  ap^iearH  to  In*  fairly 
(•oiiinieiiHurate  to  the  degree  of  incai)acity  for  earning  a  HUj>jKjrt  *«hc>wn  U*  liave 
existed. 

Asshtant  Secret (tnj  K.  L.  ( \imj}heU  to  th^c   Cointnbi^umiir  of  PenHhm»<^ 

April  30,  mi. 

This  appellant,  Mary  M.  De  Gough,  \h  now  pensioned,  (certificate 
No.  462755,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  ISiM),  as  the  widow  of  Thomas 
L.  De  Gough,  who  was  a  member,  from  April  21,  18(51,  to  January 
26,  lS64r,  of  Company  E,  First  Missouri  Light  Artillery,  and  died 
September  5,  1897. 

In  November,  181U,  said  soldier  was  allowed  pension,  certificate 
No.  684540,  under  said  act  at  $12  per  month  on  accomit  of  injury  of 
left  leg,  deafness  of  right  ear,  and  loss  of  sight  of  right  eye;  but  in 
April,  18ii5,  was  reduced  to  J^  per  month,  pursuant  to  the  decision  of 
the  Department  in  the  case  of  Charles  T.  Bennett  (7  P.  D.,  1). 

On  Juno  15, 1898,  said  widow  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  from  date 
of  reduction  of  the  original  inite  allowed  the  soldier,  but  wa^j  informed 
July  9,  1898,  and  again  November  12,  1898,  that  such  claim  could  not 
be  considered  because  "  the  soldier  drew  the  reduced  rate  for  over  two 
years  without  demur." 

On  December  12,  1S98,  she  ap|x»aled,  contending  that  this  claim 
should  ])e  adjudicated  and  allowed. 

In  Alarch,  1900,  without  notice  to  the  Department,  the  appealed 
claim  was  adjudicatc^d  ])y  your  Bureau,  the  ac»tion  of  July  and  Novem- 
ber, 1898,  being  held  by  the  adjudicating  division  (the  Southern)  to 
hav^e  been  "  under  a  misconception  of  the  Hughes  decision  (9  P.  D., 
152),  which  has  since  l)een  defined  by  the  lleinrichs  decision  (10  P.  D., 
321)." 

The  claim  was  then  adjudicatcul  as  one  "  under  the  act  of  March  t), 
1896,-'  and  w^as  rejecU^d,  reduction  of  nite  being  adhered  to. 

This  iK-ition  by  your  Bureau  subseciuent  to  the  appeal  was  contrary 
to  the  rules  of  practice  relative  to  appeals,  which  provide  that  no 
further  action  in  an  appealed  claim  shall  be  taken  by  the  Bureau  with- 
out the  order  of  the  Department. 

Furthermore,  the  action  taken  was  cM-roncous  in  itself.  The  act  of 
March  6,  1896,  has  no  application  to  this  case,  as  it  applies,  by  \Xs 
terms,  only  to  cases  where  several  claims  have  ])een  filed  by  a  soldier, 
and  it  relates  merely  to  the  commencement  of  pension  in  such  cases. 

It  provides  that — 

whenever  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  has  been,  or  shall  here- 
after be,  rejected,  Husi)ended,  or  disniisFod,  and  a  new  application  shall  have  been, 
or  shall  hereafter  be,  filed,  and  a  pension  has  lK»en,  or  shall  hereafter  l)e,  allowe<i  in 
such  claim,  such  pension  shall  date  from  the  time  of  filing  the  first  application. 
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In  this  ease  the  jjoldier  filed  but  one  claim  for  peni:>ion,  which  was 
allowed,  pension  dating  from  the  filing  of  tlie  claim.  There  was  no 
rejection,  suspension,  or  dismissal  of  one  claim  and  filing  of  another, 
as  contemplated  in  that  act,  and  no  facts  which  could  bring  the  case 
within  the  provisions  thereof,  as  pension  was  properh^  commenced 
from  the  only  possible  date  for  commencement  in  the  case,  and  no 
question  as  to  commencement,  the  only  point  to  which  the  act  of 
March  6,  1896,  relates,  could  arise. 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is  whether  a  pensioner's  widow  may 
contest,  either  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  or  on  appeal  (and  if  she  has 
the  former  right  she  necessarily  has  also  the  latter),  the  propriety  of 
a  reduction  of  his  pension,  to  which  he  himself  made  no  formal  objec- 
tion during  his  lifetime. 

It  has  been  uniformly  and  repeatedly  held  that  a  widow  has  no  right 
to  file  an  original  claim  for  re-i*ating  or  for  increase  of  her  deceased 
husband's  pension,  although  she  may  complete  any  such  claim  filed  by 
him  and  left  pending  at  his  death  (Caroline  E.  G.  Colby,  7  P.  D.,  24); 
also,  that  she  may  appeal  from  rejection,  prior  to  his  death,  of  any 
such  claim  (William  H.  Hughes,  deceased,  9  P.  D.,  152),  or  from 
action  as  to  commencement  of  his  pension  under  the  acts  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  March  6,  1896  (William  Heinrichs,  10  P.  D.,  321). 

The  soldier  in  this  case  unquestionably  had  the  right  to  appeal  from 
the  action  reducing  his  pension.  His  widow  also,  then,  has  this  right, 
under  the  decisions  in  the  case  of  Hughes,  supra;  and  if  such  right 
exist,  the  soldier  duiing  his  lifetime,  or  his  widow  after  his  death 
must,  consistentl}%  be  held  to  have  also  the  further  right  to  file  addi- 
tional evidence  as  to  the  merits  of  the  reduction,  and  in  case  such  evi- 
dence is  hold  not  sufficient  to  warrant  restoi-ation  of  the  former  rate, 
to  file  an  appeal  also  from  such  holding. 

When  notice  of  contemplated  reduction  was  served  upon  the  soldier 
in  December,  1894,  he  filed  the  affidavit  of  his  physician  stating,  from 
an  examination  then  made,  that  he  was  rendered  '^incapable  of  manual 
laljor  at  least  al)out  75  per  cent;"  and  it  was  in  accordance  with  this 
testimonv  and'the  certificate  of  an  examination  made  in  June,  1891 
(the  only  one  in  the  case),  that  the  i^ension  was  reduced,  said  examina- 
tion clearly  showing  that  the  soldier  was  not,  at  the  date  thereof, 
wholly  incapacitated  for  earning  a  support. 

The  widow  has  filed  affidavits  by  several  other  physicians  tending  to 
show  that  the  soldier  was  wholh^  unable  to  labor  for  about  two  years 
prior  to  his  death,  or  from  the  fall  of  1895.  This  testimony,  howev^er, 
is  not  sufficient  to  controvert  that  of  the  soldier's  own  physician,  who 
examined  him  in  January,  1895,  three  months  only  prior  to  the  reduc- 
tion of  pension,  and  found  him  then  but  three-fourths  disa)>led  for 
labor. 

The  reduction  in  rate  ap})ears  to -have  been  entirely  proper,  and  is 
affirmed. 

p.  D. — VOL.  11 22 
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RESTORATION— ACT  JANUARY  «9,  1887— REMARRIAGE. 

Dora  V.  Otis,  now  Crowley  (as  widow). 

Section  4708  of  the  Reviseci  Statutes  is  applical>le  to  Miciows  pensioned  un<ier  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  ami  upon  the  remarriage  of  the  wi«low 
pensioner  she  becomes  no  longer  entitled  to  the  pensi«vi  imder  the  provision?'  of 
said  fii-st  section,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  providing  for  the  continu- 
ance and  enjoyment  of  such  i>ension  during  the  natural  lives  of  the  ])ersons  onri- 
tleil  thereto  being  no  longer  applicable  to  her. 

Asfiistdvt  Senu4ary  F.  Z.   Camph*?Jl  to  tht'  CfnamisxImuT  of  Pt'iWi*>h<. 

May  6,  1901. 

This  is  a  motion,  filed  November  4,  1899,  pniying  for  a  reeonsideni- 
tion  of  the  decision  of  this  Department  of  September  30,  1899,  affirm- 
ing on  appeal  the  rejection  h\  the  Pension  Bureau  of  the  application 
of  Dora  V.  Crowley,  foniierly  Otis,  for  restoration  of  the  pension  that 
had  formerly  been  allowed  her  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  J;iii- 
uaiy  29,  1887,  as  the  suniving  widow  of  Charles  R.  Otis,  who  served 
as  a  private  in  Company  G,  Sixteenth  United  States  Infantry,  durin<r 
the  Mexican  war,  upon  the  ground  that  she  had  forfeited  her  title  to 
such  pension  by  her  remarriage  in  July,  1892,  to  one  Covel  R.  Crowley. 

In  the  present  motion  it  is  xery  earnestly  contended  that  said  action 
and  decision  are  not  in  accord  with  the  provisions  of  the  second  section 
of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  that  the  pension  therein  provided  >hall 
be  paid  for  and  during  the  natural  life  of  the  person  entitled  thei'eto, 
or  during  the  continuance  of  the  disability  for  which  the  same  shall  l)e 
granted;  that  this  provision  is  clearl}'  inconsistent  and  in  conflict  with 
the  provision  of  section  4708,  Revised  Statutes,  that  on  the  remarriage 
of  any  widow  having  a  pension  such  pension  shall  cease,  and,  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  fourth  section  of  said  act,  onl}'  such  provisions  of 
the  general  pension  laws  in  force  at  the  date  of  its  passage  as  were  not 
inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  the  terms  of  said  act  were  applicable 
thereto;  and  that  no  provision  of  law  existed  which  limited  the  continu- 
ance of  the  pension  granted  to  a  widow  under  the  provisions  of  said  act 
to  the  period  of  her  widowhood. 

This  was  the  same  question  which  was  raised  by  and  urged  in  sup- 
port of  the  appeal  in  this  case,  and  it  would  seem  to  have  been  suffi- 
ciently answered  and  disposed  of  in  the  decision  of  the  Department 
rendered  on  said  appeal. 

In  addition  to  what  was  there  said,  however,  it  may  be  stated  that 
the  grant  of  pension  provided  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887,  is,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  act,  made  directly  to  and 
only  to  the  widow  of  the  Mexican  war  soldier,  and  such  widow  is 
entitled  to  receive  the  same  only  upon  the  condition  that  she  has  not 
remarried.  The  language  of  said  section,  when  construed  in  connec- 
tion with  all  other  provisions  of  the  pension  laws  in  pari  materia. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  339 

clearh'  and  unmistakably  shows  that  it  was  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
the  act  to  grant  such  pension  to  the  widow  of  the  soldier  and  to  no  one 
else,  and  that  no  person  other  than  the  widow  of  the  soldier  would  be 
entitled  thereto.  The  reason  and  intent  of  the  statute  is  the  law.  Con- 
sequently, when  the  widow  pensioner  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
1^87,  remarries  and  ceases  to  be  the  widow  of  the  Mexican  war  soldier, 
on  account  of  whose  military  service  and  death  said  pension  was 
granted,  she  is  no  longer  entitled  to  receive  said  pension  under  the 
terms  of  the  act  granting  the  same. 

The  second  section  of  said  act  provides  for  the  payment  of  the  pen- 
sion gi*anted  by  the  first  section  '*  for  and  during  the  natural  lives  of 
the  persons  entitled  thereto,  or  during  the  continuance  of  the  disabilit}' 
for  which  the  same  shall  be  granted."  It  is  only  "  the  persons  entitled 
thereto  "  under  the  provisions  of  the  fii'st  section  to  whom  such  pen- 
sion is  payable  for  and  during  their  natural  lives,  or  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  disability,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section. 
The  continuance  and  enjoyment  of  the* pension  during*  life,  or  the 
existence  of  the  disability,  is  provided  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  for 
no  other  persons,  or  class  of  persons  whatever. 

Since,  upon  the  remarriage  of  the  widow  pensioner  she  becomes  no 
longer  entitled  to  the  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  section 
of  said  act,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section,  providing  for  the  con- 
tinuance and  enjoyment  of  such  pension  during  the  natural  lives  of 
the  persons  entitled  thereto,  are  no  longer  applicable  to  her,  and  there 
is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency'  in  applying  to  her  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4708,  Revised  Statutes,  which  tenminate  the  pensions  of  all  widow 
pensioners  upon  remarriage. 

For  these  reasons,  in  addition  to  those  stated  in  the  decision  on  the 
appeal  of  this  case,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  no  error  was 
committed  by  the  decision  referred  to,  or  by  the  action  of  the  Pension 
Bureau,  thereby  afiSrmed,  and  said  decision  and  action  will,  therefore, 
be  adhered  to,  and  the  motion  is  overruled. 


MARRIAGE  IX  LOUISIANA— EVIDENCE-PRESUMPTIONS. 

Minna  Wilson  (widow). 

There  being  no  proof  or  facts  warranting  the  presumption  of  a  prior  marriage  by  the 
soldier,  and  the  undisputed  evidence  showing  that  claimant  and  soldier  lived 
and  cohabited  together  as  man  and  wife  for  eleven  years  in  the  State  of  Louisiana, 
the  law  of  that  State  would  presume  them  married,  and  the  claimant  is  therefore 
entitled  to  pension  as  the  law^ful  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Camphell  to  the  Commissioiiei*  of  Pensions^ 

May  8,  1901. 

Minna,  widow  of  Hiram  Wilson,  late  private,  Company  C,  Sixty- 
third  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration  for 
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pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  September  26,  1890.     April 

23,  1894,  this  claim  was  rejected,  after  special  examination,  on   the 

following  ground: 

That  claimant  is  unable,  with  the  assistance  of  a  special  examination,  to  prove  that 
she  is  the  soldier's  legal  widow.  Soldier  left  surviving  a  child,  not  by  claimant,  and 
claimant  is  unable  to  show  removal  of  imi^ediment  afforded  by  prior  marriage  to 
mother  of  said  child. 

November  15,  1898,  the  claimant,  by  her  attorneys,  filed  an  appeal 
to  the  Department,  alleging  as  grounds  therefor  the  following: 

It  is  submitted  that  the  action  of  rejection  is  error  on  the  ground  ( 1 )  that  a  legal 
marriage  of  the  soldier  prior  to  his  marriage  to  the  claimant  is  not  show^n  by  the  evi- 
dence, and  (2)  that  the  claimant  is  not  obliged  to  prove  the  death  or  divorce  of  a 
possible  former  wufe,  but  that,  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  own  marriage  to  the  sol- 
dier, the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  Government  to  disprove  its  legality,  according:  to 
a  well-known  rule  of  law,  and  acconiing  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Jenette  Burton 
(9  P.  D.,31). 

This  appeal  raises  the  question  of  the  legalit}'  of  the  marriage 
between  the  claimant  and  soldier. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  rejection  obtained  because  the  claimant  did 
not  prove  that  a  supposed  former  wife  of  the  soldier  was  not  dead  or 
divorced  at  the  date  of  the  marriage,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
claim.  This  cause  of  rejection  may  be  easily  disposed  of.  The  soldier 
was  a  slave  when  he  entered  the  service,  and  any  marriage  b\''  him 
prior  to  that  time  was  a  slave  marriage  and  therefore  the  parties  ^were 
not  able  to  enter  into  a  valid  marriage  conti'act. 

The  alleged  prior  marriage,  from  the  evidence,  must  have  been  con- 
tracted in  the  State  of  Mississippi.^  In  1S69  the  State  of  Mississippi 
adopted  a  constitutional  provision  providing  that  those  who  were  at 
that  time  cohabiting  as  man  and  wife,  j^et  without  being  legally  mar- 
ried, should  thereafter  be  considered  as  lawfully  married  and  their 
children  as  legitimate.  Under  this  provision  slave  marriages  to  }>e 
thus  legalized  must  have  been  followed  b}^  cohabitation  down  to  the 
date  of  its  adoption  and  only  where  the  subsequent  commerce  'was 
intended  to  })e  matrimonial.  (Andrew  i\  Simmons,  68  Miss.,  732; 
Rundle  v.  Pegram,  40  Miss.,  75.) 

Upon  what  theory  any  alleged  prior  marriage  of  the  soldier  could 
be  accepted  as  a  bar  to  the  soldier's  marriage  to  the  claimant  docs  not 
appear.  His  marriage  prior  to  his  entr}-  into  the  seinrice  was  a  slave 
marriage,  and  it  was  never  legitimatized  by  anv  act  of  the  parties  or 
any  law  pa.sscd  subsequent  to  its  date.  (1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  par.  659;  1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  pal's.  661-4jG3; 
Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  vol.  22,  p.  789.) 

No  more  discussion  is  necessary  upon  this  point,  but  it  remains  to 
be  said  that  the  only  evidence  in  the  case  that  there  was  ever  a  prior 
slave  or  an}'  other  kind  of  a  marriage  by  the  soldier  is  that  he  had  a 
boy  with  him  at  the  date  of  marriage  to  claimant,  or  soon  thereafter, 
and  declared  that  the  boy  was  his  son,  and  that  claimant  stated  there 
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was  a  boy  who  was  known  as  her  husband's  son.  No  other  warrant 
for  presuming  a  prior  marriage  exists  in  this  case.  The  soldier  was 
a  slave,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  any  kind  as  to  a  marriage  b}^  him 
prior  to  the  alleged  marriage  to  the  claimant. 

This  sweeps  out  of  considei'ation  the  question  of  the  bar  to  the  mar- 
riage between  the  claimant  and  soldier  because  of  a  prior  living  and 
undivorced  wife.  There  remains  for  consideration,  however,  the 
question  of  the  legality  of  the  marriage  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
claim  at  bai%  ' 

Marriages,  such  as  the  one  under  consideration,  are  to  be  proven  in 
pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when 
the  right  to  pension  accrued.  (Section  2,  act  of  August  7,  1882, 
amending  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes.) 

The  evidence  in  the  record  is  to  the  effect  that  the  claimant  was 
married  to  the  soldier  in  November,  1865,  and  while  the  soldier  was 
still  in  the  sei'vice,  the  war  records  showing  that  he  was  mustered  in 
November  1,  1863,  and  mustered  out  with  his  compan}-  January  9, 
1866. 

The  claimant  and  soldier  were  competent  to  contract  a  valid  marriage 
in  November,  1865,  the  State  of  Mississippi  having  completel}"  passed 
under  Federal  control.  The  emancipation  proclamation  had  full  mov- 
in<^  force  and  effect  at  that  date  throughout  the  State,  thus  freeing 
from  the  limitations  of  slavery  both  parties  to  the  contract.  See  Har- 
riet Tinnin  (8  P.  D.,  218)  foi*  a  complete  review  of  the  law  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  effect  of  the  emancipation  proclamation  of  President  Lincoln 
of  January  1,  1863. 

The  evidence  regarding  the  marriage  consists  of  the  statements  of 
the  claimant,  a  comi*ade  of  the  soldier,  and  a  son  of  the  claimant  by  a 
prior  marriage,  and  is  to  the  effect  that  it  took  place  in  Natchez,  Miss., 
in  November,  1865.  The  claimant  declares  she  had  a  license  but  that 
she  had  lost  it.  It  is  thought  to  be  immaterial  and  therefore  unnec- 
essarv  to  further  discuss  the  chai^acter  of  the  ceremonv  bv  which  the 
marriage  was  celebi-ated,  because  under  the  law  her  title  rests  upon 
the  legality  of  the  marriage  according  to  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  where 
the  right  to  pension  accrued. 

The  undisputed  evidence  is  that  on  his  muster  out  the  soldier  went 
to  Davis  Bend,  Miss.,  and  lived  there  with  the  claimant  until  1867, 
when  they  moved  to  Waterproof,  La.,  living  there  for  five  or  six 
years,  then  moving  to  Concordia  Lake,  La.,  where  in  1878  the  soldier 
was  hung  by  a  mob  during  the  ''Fairfax"  riots  of  that  year. 

During  all  this  time  the  uncontradicted  testimony  is  that  the  soldier 
and  claimant  lived  and  cohabited  as  man  and  wife  and  were  known  in 
the  communitv  where  thev  resid(»d  as  husband  and  wife.  This  was 
during  a  period  of  eleven  years  prior  to  the  deatli  of  the  hus})and  of 
the  claimant. 
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One  of  the  leading  cases  in  this  countiT  on  the  subject  of  mairiage 
and  presumptions  from  acts  of  cohabitation  and  living  together  as  man 
and  wife  is  that  of  Holmes  v.  Holmes  (6  La.,  463). 

The  opinion  is  a  short  one  and  is  quoted  almost  in  its  entirety: 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that  his  wife  and  child  came  as  passengers  from  Liverpix>]  to 
New  Orleans  in  a  vessel  of  which  the  defendant  was  master;  that  she  engaged  a 
cabin  passage,  but  agreed  to  sleep  in  a  statenx)m  in  the  steerage,  the  staterooms  in 
the  cftbin  being  taken  up.  He  claims  damages  for  a  violation  of  the  contract,  alleg- 
ing that  his  wife  was  driven  out  of  the  cabin,  compelle<i  to  eat  with  the  8er\'ants*, 
and  in  other  respects  illtreated  on  her  passage.  The  defendant  admits  that  **one 
Eliza  Holmes,  with  her  child,"  did  come  out  as  passengers  in  the  ship,  but  heallegi^ 
he  did  not  violate  his  contract,  and  that  any  change  of  her  accommodations  on  board 
was  justified  by  her  improper  behavior.  He  adds  that,  l)eing  ignorant  whethex  said 
Eliza  be  married,  as  is  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  he  requires  strict  proof  of  the  mar- 
riage which  he  denies  to  exist.  On  the  trial  plaintiff  offere<l  witnesses  to  prt)ve  that 
the  plaintiff  and  Mrs.  Holmes,  who  were  then  in  court,  had  lived  in  New  Orleans  a 
length  of  time  and  had  a  family,  and  were  reputed  husband  and  wife.  This  evidem^e 
was  rejected  by  the  court,  a  bill  of  excej)tions  taken,  and  judgment  of  nonsuit  being 
rendered  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

It  was  contended  by  the  appellee  before  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana  that  as 
the  code  requires  marriages  to  be  celebrated  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  and 
an  act  to  be  drawn  up  and  signeil  by  the  parties,  the  witnesses,  and  the  person  per- 
forming the  ceremony,  parole  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  a  marriage  in  tliis 
State. 

Marriage  is  regarded  in  our  law  in  no  other  light  than  as  a  civil  contract,  highly 
favored,  and  depending  essentially  on  the  free  consent  of  the  parties  capable  by  law 
of  contracting.  Our  code  does  not  declare  null  a  marriage  not  preceded  by  a  license 
and  not  evidenceil  by  an  act  signe<l  by  a  certain  number  of  witnesses  and  the  par- 
ties; nor  does  it  make  such  an  act  exclusive  evitlence  of  a  marriage.  These  laws 
relating  to  forms  and  ceremonies,  here  regarde<l  as  directory  to  those  alone  who  are 
authorized  to  celebrate  marriages,  are  intended  to  guard  against  hasty  and  inc*in- 
siderate  marriages  in  defiance  of  parental  authority.  Like  all  other  contracts,  it 
may  be  proved  by  any  species  of  evidence,  not  prohibite<l  by  law,  which  does  not 
presuppose  a  higher  sj^ecies  of  evidence  within  the  j>ower  of  the  party;  and  cohabi- 
tation as  man  and  wife  furnishes  presumptive  evidence  of  a  preceding  marriage.  It 
is  not  to  }ie  presume<l  that  those  who  hold  themselves  out  in  society  as  man  and 
wife,  who  are  rearing  a  family  of  children  at  their  domestic  boanl,  to  whom  the 
father  gives  his  name  an<l  administers  a  parent's  protection  and  support,  are  living 
in  open  disregard  of  public  morals,  and  that  their  common  offspring  are  ha.*<tar<ls. 
Such  a  family  is  already  in  the  ix)s.Mession  of  a  civil  condition  or  status  not  to  l^e 
questioned  lightly  or  collaterally.     *    *    * 

See  also  In  succession  of  William  Hubee  (:^0  La.  An.,  97). 

Proof  of  cohabitation  in  the  a})sence  of  proof  of  celebmtion  is 
good  evidence  to  esta])lish  a  marriage.  (Taylor  i\  Swett,  3  La.,  33; 
Wyche  v.  Wj^che,  o  ilartin.  La.,  201;  Hubl>ell  etal.  r.  Inkstein  ct  al., 
7  La.  An.,  252). 

In  the  case  of  Hobdy  r,  Jones  (2  La.  An.,  944),  the  supreme  court 
said: 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  slander  in  asserting  that  ]>laintiff  was  living  in  (H>n- 
cubinage  with  a  i)erson  represented  to  be  his  wife,  proof  by  plaintiff  of  cohabitation 
and  reputation  as  husband  and  wife  in  sufficient  evidence  of  a  marriage. 
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In  his  charge  to  the  jury  the  trial  judge  said: 

The  i'ireunistanee  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  living  tojfether  as  man  and  wife  was 
prima  facie  exitlence  of  a  marriage  l)etween  them. 

In  this  view  he  was  sustained  by  the  supreme  court. 

Evidence  of  cohabitation  creates  a  presumption  of  nuirriage. 
(I^oaulieu  v.  Temoir,  5  La.  An.,  480;  Cole  v.  Langley,  14  La.  An., 
7To.) 

In  the  case  of  Mi*s.  Powers  t\  Executors  of  Charnibury  (35  La. 
All.,  030)  the  supreme  court  says: 

In  the  absence  of  primary  evidence  to  prove  marriage  it  may  be  proved  by  secon- 
dary or  circumstantial  evidence.  Reputation  and  long  cohabitation  will  create  a 
presumption  of  marriage,  but  such  presumption  can  be  rebutted  by  negative  testi- 
mony. Acts  of  the  j)artie8  showing  their  own  conception  of  their  mutual  relations 
are  the  l^est  test  of  the  legality  of  marriage  the  celebration  of  which  no  proof  has 
l>een  or  can  Ije  j)ro<luce4l.  The  reputation  which  gives  rise  to  a  presumption  of 
marriage  must  l>e  general  and  consistent,  and  must  rest  on  proof  showing  that  the 
relations  l)etween  the  ^mrties  began  with  free  consent  to  enter  the  state  of  matrimony. 

In  the  case  of  Blasini  et  al.  r,  the  Succession  of  Blasini,  (30  La.  An., 
13*>8),  the  supreme  court  says: 

By  our  law  marriage  is  a  civil  contract.     The  most  imiK)rtant  of  all  contracts  it  ia 
meet,  it  is  decent,  that  it  should  be  celebrate<i  with  such  publicity  and  such  solem- 
nities as  would  leave  no  defect  of  proof  that  the  parties  were  able  to  contract,  that  they 
were  willing  to  contract,  that  they  actually  did  contract.     The  presence  of  the  civil 
magistrate  or  minister,  and  of  kindre<l  and  friends,  is  eminently  proper;  and  the  license 
gives  assurance  of  the  abj^^nce  of  all  legal  ol)8tacles.     But  the  law  does  not  require 
written  evidence  of  the  marriage,  nor  the  testimony  of  those  who  were  present  and 
witnessed  the  ceremonv;  nor  does  it  avoid  the  contract  for  the  want  of  a  license.     In 
many  cases  it  would  be  cruelty  to  require  i)roof  of  actual  marriage.    ♦    ♦    ♦    The  law 
will  not  tolerate  the  presumption  that  a  man  and  woman  who  live  together  publicly 
a-^  }uu<baml  and  wife  are  really  living  in  concubinage  in  violation  of  law  and  public 
ilvii'iicy.     From  certain  establishe<l  facts  certain  legal  presumptions  are  deduced,  and 
when  it  is  ]>roven  that  the  i>arties  from  the  time  of  their  first  ap|)earing  together  in  the 
ei  immunity  in  which  they  made  their  permanent  domicile  jmblicly  cohabitateil,  assum- 
ing tt)  Ix;  husband  and  wife,  without  separation  or  interruption  until  death  intervened; 
tluit  the  woman  TK)re  the  man's  name,  and  he  called  her  his  wife  and  introduced 
her  as  his  wife,  and  declared  that  he  had  married  her;  where  they  i)resent  to  the 
world  their  offspring  as  their  children  and  rear  and  care  for  them,  the  law  accords 
to  the  man  and  woman  and  to  their  children  a  legal  and  social  status,  baseil  upon 
the  presumption   of  marriage,  the  conseijuences  of  which   is  the  presumption  of 
Uvitimate  filiation  and  descent,  which  imi)oses  on  those  who  assert  the  contrary  the 
burden  of  ilestroying  that  presumption.     This  presumption  d.oes  not  i-anction  volun- 
tary cohabitation  nor  elevate  concubinage  of  whatever  duration  to  the  dignity  of 
marriage.     When  it  is  said  that  marriage  may  be  proven  by  reputation  the  meaning 
is  that  the  acts  an<l  conduct  of  the  i)arties,  as  establinhed  by  satisfactory  proof,  author 
ize  and  create  the  presumption  that  they  were  actually  married,  and  this  presump- 
tion is  such  that  it  yields  only  to  j)ro<^f  that  there  wan  no  such  marriage  or  that  it 
was  void  l^ecause  of  some  nullitv  establishe«l  bv  law. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  undisputed  on  the  material  point  of  the 
claimant  living  and  cohabiting  with  the  soldier  from  the  date  of  the 
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marriage  as  alleged  in  Mississippi  up  to  and  until  his  death,  a  period 
of  twelve  years.  Because  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  testimony  it  has 
been  considered  unnecessar\"  to  quote  from  it. 

It  is  conceded  that  satisfactory  proof  as  to  an  actual  cei'emony  of 
the  marriage  is  wanting,  but  all  the  facts  established  by  the  claimant, 
and  the  application  of  these  facts  to  the  law  of  Louisiana,  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  she  would  be  recognized  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the 
soldier  in  that  State. 

It  becomes  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  question  of  the  burden  of 
proof  referred  to  by  the  attorneys  in  their  appeal,  for  the  reason,  as 
above  stated,  no  prior  legal  marriage  was  shown,  nor  on  the  existing 
facts  and  conditions  could  one  be  presumed. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


evidence— vicious  habits— puesttmptiox. 
Benjamin  F.  Peterman. 

Vicious  habits  can  not  be  presumed,  in  case  of  an  injury,  unless  there  is  something 
concerning  the  nature  or  character  of  the  injury  which  warrants  such  a  pre- 
sumption, or  unless  the  evidence  shows  certain  facts  which  are  sufficient  to  raiee 
such  a  presumption. 

Where  neither  the  nature  of  the  injury  nor  the  evidence  adduced  raises  such  a  pre- 
sumption, the  testimony  of  two  credible  witnesses,  to  the  effect  that  claimant  is 
now  a  man  of  good  habits,  and  that  they  do  not  believe,  and  have  no  reason  to 
l>elieve,  that  the  said  injury  was  due  to  vicious  habits,  will  be  considered  as 
sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  provided  always  that  the 
claimant  is  a  man  of  good  repute  for  veracity,  and  that  he  shows  that  no  better 
evidence  is  obtainable  bv  him. 

Assistant  Secretary  F',  L,   CaiiqyhU  to  the  Connni^num^r  of  Pe7isio7ii<^ 

May  IL  190 L 

Benjamin  F.  Peterman,  foniierly  a  private  in  Company  E,  Eighty- 
fourth  Pennsvlvania  Volunteer  Infantrv.  filed  his  declai'ation  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  on  May  5,  1898,  claim  being  rejected  on 
November  17,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  was  unable  to  show 
''that  he  was  not  addicted  to  vicious  habits  at  date  when  injured." 
The  medical  action  was,  **no  ratable  disabilit}'  shown  independent  of 
loss  of  fingers."'  An  appeal  was  filed  on  December  19,  189.S,  and  with 
it  the  aflS davit  of  one  who  swore  that  she  was  a  member  of  claimant's 
family  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  and  that  said  injury  was  not  due  to 
vicious  habits.  The  claimant  having  previously  sttvted  that  the  injurj- 
to  his  left-hand,  which  consist(»d  of  the  loss  of  a  portion  of  three  of  the 
fingers,  occurred  in  June,  1882,  while  he  was  running  an  edger  in 
Chippewa  County,  Wis.,  but  that  he  was  unable  to  produce  the  affi- 
davits of  evewitnesses  for  the  reason  that  he  had  failed  to  find  their 
addresses,  although  he  had  sDught  for  them,  the  testimony  filed  with 
the  appeal  was  referred  back  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  with 
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iii.<<tructions  to  pass  upon  the  same,  and  for  a  return  of  the  papers  to 
thLs  Department  in  oixier  that  the  question  at  issue  might  be  decided 
\vith  as  little  delay  as  possible.  The  papers  have  been  returned,  and  it 
is  noted  that  action  of  rejection  was  had  on  April  11,  1901,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  new  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  claimant 
T^as  not  addicted  to  vicious  habits  on  the  date  on  which  the  injury 
occurred. 

It  is  fii"st  to  be  noted  that  the  action  of  the  medical  referee  is 
couched  in  indefinite  terms.  Said  action  does  not  give  accurate  infor- 
mation as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  a  pensionable  disability  in  the 
case  even  if  the  injuiy  to  the  left-hand  be  included,  although  it  would 
be  a  fair  inference,  from  the  express  terms  of  the  action  taken,  that 
thei'e  was  a  ratable  disability  if  the  injury  of  the  hand  were  included. 
The  Department,  however,  desires  to  state  at  the  outset  that  it  does 
not  expi'ess  an  opinion  upon  the  degree  of  disability  existing  in  this 
case,  that  being  a  matter  which  should  be  decided  later  on  by  the 
proper  officials,  and  in  such  temis  as  would  leave  no  doubt  as  to  their 
true  meaning. 

This  claim  stands  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  claimant  has  not 
shown  ^^that  he  was  not  addicted  to  vicious  habits  at  the  date  when 
injured."  From  a  technical  standpoint  the  rejection  was  error,  for  the 
reason  that  claimant  may  have  been  addicted  to  vicious  habits  at  the 
date  when  he  was  injured  and  yet  be  entitled  to  a  pension.  The  issue 
under  the  statute  is,  Did  vicious  habits  on  the  part  of  claimant  con- 
tribute in  any  manner  to  the  disability  by  reason  of  which  he  claims 
pension  ?  It  matters  not  how  many  vicious  habits  claimant  had  at  the 
date  when  the  alleged  injury  took  place  unless  such  vicious  habits  wei*© 
the  cause  of  the  injury. 

The  facts  necessary  for  a  proper  understanding  of  the  issue  in  this 
case  are  as  follows:  The  claimant  s weal's  that  his  fingers  were  cut  oflf 
while  he  was  engaged  in  operating  an  edger  in  a  sawmill.  He  states 
that  the  accident  occurred  some  sixteen  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  his 
claim;  that  it  was  not  the  result  of  any  vicious  habits  on  his  part;  that 
it  is  impossible  to  produce  the  testimony  of  eyewitnesses,  and  he  sub 
mits  the  only  evidence  he  ca-  procure.  Said  evidence  is  the  sworn 
affidavit  of  one  Hattie  L.  Henderson,  who  states  she  was  a  mem]>er  of 
claimant's  family  at  the  time  said  accident  occurred;  that  she  knows 
him  to  be  a  sober  man,  and  that  the  said  injur}'  is  not  the  result  of 
vicious  habits.  It  is  apparent,  from  the  formal  part  of  her  affidavit, 
that  she  was  but  9  years  of  age  when  the  accident  occurred. 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  kind  and  amount  of  testi- 
monj'  necessary  to  prove  that  a  certain  disability  is  not  due  to  vicious 
habits.  It  is  a  well-accepted  fact  that  not  everything  required  to  be 
proved  must  necessarily  be  subjected  to  the  same  degree  of  proof. 
Some  matters  are  accepted  as  proved  upon  the  production  of  very 
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slight  testimony,  while  other  matters  require  the  strongest  and  most 
convincing  evidence.  The  question  at  issue  in  this  case  wa^s  very  ably 
discussed  in  the  opinion  of  the  case  of  John  Martin  (7  P.  D.,  578),  and 
it  was  therein  demonstrated  that  no  general  rule  could  be  laid  down  as 
a  standard  by  which  all  cases  could  be  judged.  It  was,  in  said  opin- 
ion, held  that  in  claims  where  the  facts  were  similar  to  the  one  under 
discussion,  and  wherein  there  was  nothing  to  create  a  suspicion  that 
habits  had  any  agency  in  producing  the  disability,  that  it  was  suflBcient. 
provided  that  claimant  was  unable  to  produce  testimony  from  persons 
who  had  actual  personal  knowledge  of  the  origin  of  the  said  disability, 
for  him  to  file  his  own  affidavits,  which  should  recite  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  disability  was  incurred,  together  with  the  testimony 
of  two  credible  witnesses  who  had  known  him  from  a  time  antedating 
said  incurrence,  to  the  effect  that  claimant  was  a  man  of  good  habits. 
The  above  inile  was  laid  down  to  be  applied  to  cases  wherein  the  nature 
and  character  of  the  injury  was  not  such  as  to  raise  a  presumption  that 
the  said  injury  was  due  to  vicious  habits,  and  the  rule  has  been  the 
standard  of  judgment  in  this  Department  ever  since  it  was  promulgated. 

It  still  appears  to  this  Department  that  each  claim  wherein  the 
question  of  vicious  habits  is  raised  must  stand  upon  it*;  own  footing. 
The  law  requires,  virtually  in  express  terms,  that  the  disability  must 
be  shown  to  be  not  due  to  vicious  habits.  The  Department  has  no 
desire  or  intention  to  break  down  reasonable  checks  and  safeguaixis 
surrounding  the  adjudication  of  pension  claims,  or  of  weakening  the 
class  of  evidence  necessary  to  establish  certain  facts,  by  substituting 
other  evidence  than  is  usually  employed  in  ordinary  couils  of  law  to 
prove  certain  fa^'ts.  But  this  Department  will  not,  on  the  other  hand, 
sanction  the  employment  of  safeguards  or  checks  not  necessary  under 
the  law,  or  which  will  put  a  claimant  to  a  degree  of  proof  not  warranted 
by  the  facts  in  the  particular  case. 

This  claimant  swears  that  he  lost  his  fingers  while  operating  an 
edger  in  a  sawmill  in  1882,  and  can  not  secure  testimony  of  eyewitnesses, 
although  he  has  sought  diligently  therefor.  The  occupation  was  a 
hazardous  one,  and  the  accident  not  unusual  to  occur  to  the  most  sober 
and  cautious  individual  while  pursuing  such  an  occupation.  Intoxica- 
tion is  the  most  probable  vicious  habit  which  would  ])e  considered  to 
arise  in  this  case,  and  it  is  safe  to  assume  that  such  an  accident  would 
occur,  in  any  number  of  given  cases,  nuich  more  frequently  to  sober 
individuals  than  to  intoxicated  ones.  The  employment  of  persons, 
whon  intoxicated,  in  hazardous  occupations,  is  unusual  by  employei"s 
on  the  ground  of  self-interest,  as  well  as  by  the  parties  themselves 
from  the  natui'al  instinct  of  self-preservation.  The  reasonableness  of 
such  a  statement  is  apparent  from  everyday  experience  and  common 
sense. 

There  is  no  reasonable  or  natural  presumption  that  one  is  addicted 
to  vicious  habits;   the  presumptions  are  all  the  other  way.     There  is 
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nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  injury  described  in  this  case  which  would 
raise  a  valid  suspicion  that  it  was  the  result  of  vicious  habits,  and 
claiuiant  should  not  be  put  to  any  great  degree  of  proof  in  order  to 
show  that  the  described  injury  was  not  the  result  of  vicious  habits.  It 
is  believed  that  even  a  broader  rule  than  that  laid  down  in  the  opinion 
in  the  case  of  John  Martin,  supi*a,  would  amply  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  in  a  case  like  the  one  under  consideration,  and  in  others, 
of  which  there  are  man}",  where  the  facts  are  equivalent  or  similar  to 
those  in  the  present  case. 

Where  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  or  character  of  an  injury 
shown  to  exist  which  would  raise  any  reasonable  suspicion  that  it  was 
the  result  of  vicious  habits,  vicious  habits  should  not  be  presumed, 
and  claimant  should  not  be  I'equired  to  furnish  any  unreasonable  testi- 
nionj'.  His  own  affidavit,  and  the  affidavits  of  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses  that  he  is  a  man  of  veracit}'^  and  of  good  habits,  will  be  con- 
sidered as  sufficient,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  corroborating 
witnesses  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  said  incurrence,  and  not- 
withstanding the  further  fact  that  they  had  no  acquaintance  with  the 
claimant  until  a  date  subsequent  to  the  incurrence,  always  provided 
that  claimant  has  satisfactorily  shown  that  such  evidence  is  all  that 
can  be  obtained  by  him.  The  corroborating  witnesses  should  also  be 
able  to  swear,  and  so  do,  that  from  their  own  personal  knowledge  of 
claimant  they  do  not  believe,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the 
disabilit}^  shown  to  exist  was  in  anywise  due  to  vicious  habits. 

In  the  case  at  bar  claimant  has  giv^en  a  seemingly  straightforward 
account  of  the  circumstances  under  which  ho  incurred  his  injur3^ 
He  has  furnished  the  testimony  of  an  individual  who  is  now  26  years 
of  age  to  the  effect  that  he  is  a  man  of  sober  habits  and  that  she  knows 
of  her  own  knowledge  that  the  injury  was  not  incurred  by  reason  of 
vicious  habits.  If  this  affiant  is  a  person  of  good  repute  for  truth,  her 
testimony  can  not  be  discarded  on  account  of  the  fact  that  she  was  but 
1)  years  of  age  when  the  accident  occurred.  This  is  not  testimony'  of 
a  child  9  years  of  age,  but  is  the  testimony  of  an  adult  person  as  to 
matters  happening  in  her  childhood,  and  it  can  not  bo  presumed  that 
she  testifies  falsely  in  regard  to  such  matters.  Were  not  other  testi- 
mony obtainable,  the  Department  would  have  no  hesitancy  in  admit- 
ting claim  under  the  evidence  now  in  the  case.  It  is  believed,  however, 
that  this  claimant  will  experience  no  difficulty  in  showing  that  he  has 
been  a  man  of  good  habits  from  a  period  antedjiting  the  accident;  but 
if  from  untoward  circumstances  the  claimant  can  not  produce  such 
evidence,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  he  show  that  he  is  now  a  man  of  good 
habits,  and  that  his  witnesses  swear  that  thev  have  no  reason  to  believe 
that  the  injury  to  the  left  hand  was  the  result  of  vicious  habits. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  set  aside  and  the  case  remanded  for 
reopening  and  readjudication  in  conformity  with  the  views  herein 
expressed. 
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JURISDICTION— MEDICAIi  EXAMINATIONS— EXPEBTH-ACT  JTTI-Y 

^5,  1888. 

Samuel  S.  Bowman. 

The  third  subdivision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  confers  diecretion  on 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  the  exercise  of  which  he  may  order  a  claimant 
to  be  examined  by  an  expert  without  an  examination  before  a  full  board  of 
examining  surgeons. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cotnmissionei*  of  Penmom, 

May  21,  1901, 

Samuel  S.  Bowman,  formerly  a  member  of  the  United  States  Marine 
Coips,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  September  17, 
1897,  alleging  defective  sight  and  impaired  hearing.  This  claim  was 
rejected  May  25,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  no  disability  from  causes 
alleged  since  date  of  filing  claim. 

December  22,  1898,  claimant,  by  his  attornej^  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
Department,  which  appeal  is  as  follows: 

Applicant  in  above-described  claim  for  pension  imder  the  general  law  for  impaired 
sight  and  total  deafness  of  left  ear. 

On  January  13,  1898,  he  was  examined  by  a  sjiecialist  in  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  and  on 
bis  report  his  claim  was  rejected  because  of  no  disability. 

March  25, 1898,  he  filed  an  affidavit  describing  the  manner  in  which  he  was  exam- 
ined and  protesting  against  the  adjustment  of  his  claim  on  the  expert's  report. 

No  attention  was  paid  to  his  protest,  although  filed  four  or  five  months  before  the 
expert's  report  was  acted  on. 

From  the  adverse  action  I  have  the  honor  to  appeal  and  to  submit  that  the  appli- 
cant's protest  shoul<l  have  been  considered,  and  that  the  statements  contained  therein 
were  sufficient  to  justify  the  Bureau  in  directing  another  examination,  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  affidavit  was  presented  before  the  applicant  was  aware  of 
the  result  of  the  expert's  examination. 

Furthermore,  I  submit  that  under  the  first  paragraph  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July 
25,  1882,  the  applicant  should  have  been  ordered  before  a  full  board  of  surgeons 
.instead  of  an  expert,  and  if  that  full  board  failed  to  satisfactorily  determine  the 
** degree  of  disability,"  then  the  Commissioner  has  authority  to  order  an  examina- 
tion by  an  expert.  Because  an  applicant  alleges  defective  hearing  and  sight  is  no 
reason  for  assuming  that  the  "degree  of  disability  can  not  be  determined  truthfully 
or  satisfactorily,  excepting  by  expert  examination,"  neither  is  it  sufficient  cause  for 
denying  an  examination  by  a  full  board  of  surgeons. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  paragraph  alxjve  referred  to,  an  examination  by  erne 
surgeon  can  not  be  made  except  when  it  is  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present 
himself  before  a  lx)ard. 

When  this  applicant  wa«  examined  he  resided  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
where  there  are  three  or  four  boards,  and  it  was  not  impracticable  for  him  to  present 
himself  before  one  of  them. 

I  respectfully  request  that  you  direct  that  this  applicant  be  ordered  for  examina- 
tion before  a  board  of  surgeons  in  order  that  he  may  have  the  benefit  of  such  an 
examination  as  the  law  provides. 

This  appeal  raises  the  question  of  whether  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  sending  claimant  to  a  specialist  on  diseases  of  the  e3'e  and  ear  instead 
of  before  a  full  board  of  examining  surgeons,  was  proper. 
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In  a  slip  addressed  to  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions  under 
date  of  August  29,  1898,  the  attorney  has  the  following  to  say: 

I  respectfully  protest  against  the  rejection  of  the  within  (iegcribe<i  claim  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  based  upon  the  report  of  a  single  surgeon  (a  ppecialist),  the  applicant 
not  wai\Tng  his  rights  under  the  act  of  July  25,  1882. 

At  the  time  of  his  examination  he  was  residing  in  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  where  there 
was  two  or  three  boards  of  sui^geons,  before  one  of  which  he  should  have  been 
ordered  to  appear  for  examination.  See  decision  in  the  case  of  Predmore,  8  P.  D., 
p.  165. 

I  respectfully  ask  that  the  applicant  be  granted  a  medical  examination  in  accord- 
ance with  law,  and  that  the  case  be  referred  to  the  medical  referee  for  that  purpose. 

This  slip  was  referred  to  the  medical  division,  and  under  date  of 
September  15,  1898,  the  following  answer  was  returned: 

In  this  case  the  claimant  was  accorded  the  benefit  of  an  examination  by  an  expert 
in  diseases  of  eyes  and  ears,  in  accordance  with  act  of  July  25,  1882.  This  expert 
was  not  a  member  of  a  board  of  examining  surgeons;  hence  the  decision  cited  in  the 
Predmore  case  does  not  apply  in  this  case. 

The  issue  squarely  presented  here  is,  was  the  claimant  deprived  of 
any  of  his  legal  rights  when  he  was  caused  to  report  before  a  specialist 
before  having  been  examined  by  a  full  board  of  surgeons? 

The  act  of  July  25,  1882,  fixes  the  duty  of  the  Bureau  regarding 
medical  examinations.  The  first  subdivision  of  section  4  of  said  act  is 
as  follows: 

That  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  authorized  to  appoint  suiigeons  who, 
under  his  control  and  direction,  shall  make  such  examination  of  pensioners  and 
claimants  for  pension  or  increased  pension  as  he  shall  require;  and  he  shall  organize 
boards  of  surgeons,  to  consist  of  three  members  each,  at  such  points  in  each  State  as 
he  shall  deem  necessary,  and  all  examinations,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall  be  made 
by  the  boards,  and  no  examination  shall  be  made  by  one  surgeon  excepting  under 
such  circumstances  as  make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present  himself  before 
a  board:  Provided j  That  the  Commissioner  may,  when  in  his  opinion  the  exigencies 
of  the  8e^^'ice  require  it,  organize  a  board  of  three  surgeons  who,  under  his  direction, 
shall  review  the  work  of  any  regularly  appointed  board  of  surgeons:  Provided  further. 
That  all  examinations  shall  be  thorough  and  searching,  and  the  certificate  contain  a 
full  description  of  the  physical  condition  of  the  claimant  at  the  time,  which  shall 
include  all  the  physical  and  rational  signs  and  a  statement  of  all  structural  changes. 

The  third  subdivision  of  the  same  section  is  as  follows: 

The  Commissioner  may,  when  in  his  judgment  the  degree  of  disability  can  not  be 
determined  truthfully  or  satisfactorily  excepting  by  expert  examination,  employ  an 
expert,  not  a  regularly  appointed  surgeon,  to  make  the  examination;  and  the  fee  for 
such  examination  shall  be  five  dollars:  Provided,  That  the  fee  for  an  expert  examinar 
tion  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  regularly  appointed  examining  surgeon. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  first  division  of  said  section  savs: 

*  *  *  and  all  examinations,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall  be  ma<le  by  the  Ixmrds, 
and  no  examination  shall  ))e  made  by  one  surgeon  excepting  under  such  circumstances 
as  make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present  himself  before  a  board. 

The  words  "so  far  as  practicable"  in  the  section  doubtless  refer  to 
the  nature  of  the  examination,  because  in  the  same  sentence  the  word 
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"  impracticable  "  in  connection  with  the  ability  of  the  claimant  to  appear 
before  a  board  is  used.  Be  this  as  it  may,  it  becomes  unnecessar}'  to 
discuss  this  division  of  the  act  in  view  of  the  well-known  rule  of  con- 
struction of  a  statute  that  the  whole  of  a  statute  must  be  considered 
in  its  construction.  No  one  section  or  division  of  an  act  can  be  segre- 
gated  and  construed  sepai*ateh'  from  the  full  context. 

The  third  division  of  the  section  under  considemtion  unquestionably 
gives  the  Commissioner  discretionary'  power  to  send  a  claimant  before 
an  expert  whenever  ^'  in  his  judgment  the  degree  of  disability'  can  not 
be  determined  truthfully  or  satisfactorilv,''  except  bj^  his  so  doing. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  alleged  impaired  vision  and  loss  of  hear- 
ing, disabilities  peculiarly  within  the  scope  of  an  expert  on  the  eye  and 
ear  to  discover.  It  has  been  the  piuctice  of  the  Bureau  for  many 
years,  in  a  claim  where  the  onh'  alleged  disabilities  are  those  which 
only  an  expert  in  those  diseases  can  fully  describe  and  discover,  to  send 
a  claimant  l)efore  the  proper  expert  in  order  that  he  may  have  the 
benefit  of  learning  and  experience  in  that  particular  line.  It  is  a  well- 
known  fact  that  the  ordinary  practitioner,  engaged  in  the  general  prac- 
tice of  medicine,  has  at  hand  few  appliances  for  the  examination  of  the 
eye  and  ear,  and  generally  can  give  only  superficial  examinations  and 
report  subjective  conclusions. 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  of  the  act  of  Julv  25, 
1882,  and  its  application  to  the  case  in  issue  here,  it  is  concluded  that 
the  honoi"able  Commissioner  had  the  undoubted  right  to  send  the 
claimant  before  an  expert  for  exan)ination  for  the  alleged  disabilitio. 
The  law,  in  the  division  granting  power  to  the  Commis-sioner  to 
employ  an  expert,  limits  that  power  to  cases  "  when  in  his  (Commis- 
sioner's) judgment  the  degree  of  disability  cannot  be  determined 
truthfully  or  satisfactorily."  In  this  case  that  judgment  seems  to 
have  been  fairly  exercised,  and  in  a  case  that  called  for  its  exercise. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  case  of  Byron  A.  Predmore  (8  P.  D. ,  lt»o) 
is  referred  to  by  the  attorney  as  deciding  that  the  claimant  had  a  legal 
right  to  demand  an  examination  before  a  full  board,  where  he  had  not 
waived  that  right.  A  careful  reading  of  the  Predmore  case  doe^  not 
lead  to  any  such  conclusion.  It  is  apparent  that  the  third  division  of 
the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  Jul}'  25,  1882,  was  not  considei'ed  in 
the  opinion.  Reference  to  it  should  have  been  made  in  that  opinion, 
although  the  case  under  consideration  at  that  time  did  not  necessarily 
involve  it.  It  will  be  noted,  however,  that  the  niles  laid  down  for  the 
guidance  of  the  Pension  Bureau  are  limited  to  claimants  who  **  shall 
have  been  ordered  before  a  board  of  examining  surgeons." 

It  is  stated  in  the  opinion,  page  169: 

The  act  of  July  25,  1882,  is,  in  ho  far  as  it  deals  with  the  subject  of  medical  exami- 
nations of  claimants  for  i)ension,  mandatory  in  its  terms.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
alternative  course,  and  it  must  l.)e  enforced. 
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This  statement  certainly  does  not  apph'  to  the  third  div^ision  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  said  act,  which,  on  its  face,  gives  discretion  to  the  Commis- 
sioner in  certain  cases.  The  portions  of  the  act  involved  in  the 
Predmore  esse  are  mandator}^  and  are  so  in  all  cases  that  do  not  come 
within  the  terms  of  the  third  subdivision  of  section  4  of  the  said  act. 
Th<»  expression  above  quoted  from  the  opinion  is  but  dictum  at  best, 
foi"  the  reason  that  the  portion  of  the  act  considered  here  was  not 
under  consideration  in  that  case. 

On  March  26,  1898,  the  claimant  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  a  pro- 
test against  the  examination  b}-  the  expert  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
conducted  in  a  cursory  and  unsatisfactory  manner,  demanding  at  that 
time  his  right  to  be  examined  before  a  full  board.  As  to  this  protest 
the  ceilificate  from  that  examination  will  speak  for  itself.  It  is  as 
follows: 

Age  48  years.  O.  D.  20/82  p't  2  20/40  with  a  1.75;  O.  S.  20/82  p't  2  20/40  added  to 
distan(*e;  correction  reads  some  of  No.  1  J.  at  12  feet.  Is  wearing  2.75  for  near. 
Mild  conjunctivitis;  cornea  clear.  Pupils  3.5  M.  M;  react  normally  to  light  and 
convergen<!e,  and  dilate  regularly. 

Coph.  O.  1).  Lens  and  media  clear;  fundus  normal,  refraction  as  above.  Vision 
with  correction  should  be  better,  probably  due  to  insensibility  of  the  retinae.  I  find 
no  disability  as  regards  eyes. 

Ears:  Right,  membrane  opaque,  somewhat  thickene<l  and  contracted.  Left, 
slightly  opaque.  Right,  can't  hear  watch  on  contact  or  tuning  fork  at  1  inch.  Left, 
wat<th  at  7  inches;  T.  f.  at  2  feet.  Right,  oniinary  conversation  at  3  feet,  not  at  6 
feet;  left,  ordinary  conversation  at  20  feet.  Bone  conduDtion  normal.  Right  eusta- 
chian tube  impervious;  left,  pervious.  Follicular  pharyngitis  and  chronic  rhinitis. 
Slight  deviation  of  nasal  septum  to  right  side.  Slight  (catarrhal)  deafness  of  right 
ear.     Rating  4/30. 

From  this  certificate  it  appears  that  the  examination  b}-  this  expert 
WHS  thorough,  extending  to  the  inner  structures,  and  that  all  well- 
known  and  approved  tests  were  used  to  detemiine  the  exact  extent  of 
claimant's  disabilit}^  from  causes  alleged. 

Xo  legal  or  medical  injustice  seems  to  have  been  done  claimant  in 
this  case  and  the  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


jurisdiction— guaudiansurp— pension  fund— accrued  pension. 

Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

.  The  guardian  of  a  pensioner  is  the  agent  of  the  United  States  for  the  proper  expend- 
iture of  pension  money  in  his  hands,  irrespective  of  the  duties  devolveil  upon 
him  by  the  State  law. 

.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 
until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United  States; 
and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary  power  neces- 
sary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guardians  holding 
pension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction,  )x)th  before  and  after  the  death  of 
their  wards. 
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3.  All  funds  whi(;h  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of  the 

pension  law,  and  have  not  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in  accordance 
with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension. 

4.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  contem- 

plation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

5.  The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  is  the  law  of  distribution  of  accrued  pension  of  a 

deceased  pensioner,  and  applies  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unex- 
pended at  the  time  of  such  pensioner's  decease. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coinniissioner  of  PenAiom^ 

May  22,  1901. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  recent  communication,  which  is  as  follow?;: 

I  have  the  honor  to  invite  your  attention  to  a  condition  of  affairs  resulting  from  tbe 
present  and  heretofore  existing  practice  in  paying  pensions  to  fidaciaries,  which 
suggesteil  to  me  the  necessity  for  some  remedial  action. 

The  guardians'  accounts  rendered  to  this  Bureau  in  compliance  with  the  require- 
ment recently  adopted  with  your  approval  show^  large  and  steadily  increasing  acco- 
mulations  of  pension  money  in  the  hands  of  many  of  this  class  of  payees,  and  in 
many  cases  these  accumulations  are  found  to  equal,  or  to  largely  exceed  the  amount 
of  the  bonded  security. 

For  this  state  of  affairs  the  causes  shown  or  assigned  are  various. 

In  the  cases  of  minor  children  the  guardians  are  found  to  be  withholding  the  pen- 
sion with  and  without  court  instructions,  to  provide  their  wards  "a  starting  in  life" 
on  attaining  their  majority.  Such  action  may  be  appropriate  and  justifiable  where 
the  children  have  other  means  of  support,  but  in  many  cases  it  is  found  they  are 
being  deprived  thereby  of  the  advantages  of  proper  training  during  the  formative 
period  of  their  lives  through  the  necessity  they  are  put  to  of  being  self-supporting. 

By  far  the  more  important  cases,  however,  viewed  as  to  the  conditions  herein 
dwelt  upon,  are  those  of  the  insane,  as  in  such  the  highest  rates  of  pension  are 
involved  and  the  pensioners  are  of  that  class  for  whose  maintenance  more  or  leas 
adequate  State  provision  is  made.  This  provision  the  guardians  are  sometimes 
obliged  to  accept,  and  in  certain  of  the  States  it  seems  the  authorities  of  the  hospi- 
tals provided,  are  prohibited  from  receiving  substantial  contributions  in  money  or 
goods  for  the  use  and  support  of  their  charges,  while  in  other  cases  guardians  are 
found  to  avail  themselves  of  such  State  provision  and  let  it  suffice,  where  the  pen- 
sion is  ample  to  provide  their  wards  the  greater  comforts  and  better  medical  atten- 
tion to  be  obtained  in  private  institutions,  or  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  its  being 
applied  to  supplement  such  provision.  The  result  is  that  numbers  of  these  pension- 
ers are  classed  with  and  receive  no  better  treatment  than  paupers,  while  the  Federal 
bounty  designed  to  save  them  from  such  condition  is  withheld  from  them  for  the 
enrichment  of  their  legal  representatives,  who  are,  in  many  cases,  not  within  the 
degrees  of  relationship  to  the  pensioner  entitling  them  to  consideration  under  the 
pension  laws,  and  were  consecjuently  not  intended  by  Congress  to  be  benefite<l  by 
the  pension  fund,  and  should  certainly  not  be  admitted  to  participation  therein 
through  such  deprivation  of  the  pensioner. 

There  are  many  cases  of  thin  latter  clai?H.  A  statement  of  the  conditions  found  in 
three  of  them  is  herewith  submitted  as  V)est  showing  the  evils  of  the  situation,  and 
the  extent  to  which  pension  money  is  t)eing  diverted  in  the  manner  described. 

As  the  law  authorizing  payment  of  pensions  to  guardians  provides  only  that  **  jiay- 
ment  to  pers»ons  laboring  under  legal  disabilities  may  be  made  to  the  guardiam:  of 
such  persons"  (sec.  4766,  R.  S.,  U.  S.)  and  is  therefore  held  to  be  merely  permissive 
and  not  mandatory  in  its  terms,  I  would  suggest  as  the  most  effective,  if  not  the  only 


DKGISIONS   BELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  353 

available,  rorrei'tive  means  in  the  present  state  of  the  laws  that  a  wider  diwretion 
than  appears  to  \ie  permitted  under  de|>artmental  deeisions  in  the  Edward  W.  Moore 
ease  (P.  D.,  vols.  8,  p.  400,  and  9,  p.  55)  l)e  given  me  to  exercise  in  the  matter  of 
authorizing  payment  of  ])en8ion8  to  guardians,  to  the  end  that  such  payment  may  be 
made  only  as  there  is  shown  to  be  need  of  the  pension  for  the  pensioner's  immediate 
n^H»  and  benefit,  and  as  it  is  shown  to  be  so  applied;  the  pension  withheld  in  pursu- 
aiKre  of  such  course  to  lie  paid  to  the  pensioner  upon  his  or  her  restoration  to  (compe- 
tency, or,  in  the  case  of  minor  children,  upon  their  attaining  their  majority,  and  in 
the  event  of  the  pensioner's  death,  in  accordance  with  tlie  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1895. 

The  inquiries  propounded  in  said  communication  must  be  answered 
in  the  light  of  the  laws,  as  embodied  in  the  statutes  and  decisions  of  the 
Federal  courts,  which  define  the  powers  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions relating  to  money  that  has  been  paid  to  guardians  of  minors  and 
insane  persons. 

So  much  of  section  4766,  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  as  relates 
to  the  subject  of  investigation  is  as  follows: 

Hereafter  no  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person  other  than  the  i)ensioner  entitled 
thereto,  nor  otherwise  than  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  title;  and  no  warrant, 
lM)wer  of  attorney,  or  other  pai)er  execute<.l  or  purp<jrting  to  be  execute<l  by  any  jien- 
nioner  to  any  attorney,  claim  agent,  broker,  or  other  persons  shall  \)e  recognized  by 
any  agent  for  the  payment  of  pensions,  nor  shall  any  pension  lie  iwid  thereon;  but 
the  |)ayment  to  {x^rsons  laboring  under  legal  disabilities  may  l)e  made  to  the  guardi- 
ans of  such  persons  in  the  manner  herein  prescribed,  and  pensions  payable  to  per- 
e*)ns  in  foreign  countries  may  l)e  made  according  to  the  provisions  of  existing  laws: 
Itucidedj  That  in  case  of  an  insane  invalid  pensioner  having  no  guardian,  but  having 
a  wife  or  children  dependent  upon  him  ( the  mfe  being  a  woman  of  good  character), 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  authorized,  in  his  discretion,  to  cause  the 
pension  to  be  paid  to  the  wife,  u|)on  her  properly  executed  voucher,  or,  in  case  there 
Ih  no  wife,  to  the  guardian  of  the  children,  upon  the  properly  exe(;uted  voucher  of 
Huch  guardian,  and  in  like  manner  to  cause  the  pension  of  invalid  pensioners  who 
are  or  may  hereafter  l^e  imprisoned  as  punishment  for  offenses  against  the  laws,  to  be 
|iaid  while  so  imprisoned  to  their  wives  or  the  guardians  of  their  children. 

The  penal  laws  relating  to  embezzlement  of  pension  money  are 
copied  below. 

Sec.  4783.  Every  guardian  having  the  charge  and  custo<ly  of  the  pension  of  his 
warrl  who  embezzles  the  same  in  violation  of  his  trust,  or  fraudulently  converts  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  shall  l)e  punished  by  fine  not  excet-nling  two  thousand  dollars 
or  imprisonment  at  hanl  labor  for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  l)oth. 

Skc.  5486.  If  any  guardian  having  the  charge  and  custody  of  the  i>ension  of  his 
ward  shall  embezzle  the  same  in  violation  of  his  trust,  or  fraudulently  convert  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  he  shall  he  punished  by  a  line  not  exceeding  two  thousand 
dollars  or  imprisomnent  at  hard  lalx^r  for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  l)oth, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

The  aljove-mentioned  section  was  amended  on  February  10, 1891,  so 
as  to  read  as  follows: 

Every  guanlian,  conser\'ator,  curator,  (X)mmittee,  tutor,  or  other  person  having 
charge  and  custcKly  in  a  H<luciary  capacity  of  the  ix^nsion  of  his  ward,  who  shall 
enil)ezzlethe  same  in  violation  of  his  trust  or  fraudulently  convert  the  same  to  his  own 
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use,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  excee<iing  two  thousand  dollare  or  imprisonment 
at  hard  labor  for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  both,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court.     (26  Stat,  746.) 

Much  light  is  thrown  upon  the  subject  of  investigation  by  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States  v.  Hall  (98  U.  S.,  343).  Hall  being  the  guardian  of 
William  Williamson,  a  minor  pensioner,  was  indicted  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Ohio,  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4783,  Revised  Statutes,  for  having  f eloniouslv 
embezzled  pension  money  belonging  to  his  ward.  The  defendant 
a'ppeared  and  demurred  to  the  indictment,  whereupon  the  following 
questions  arose  upon  which  the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  were 
opposed  in  opinion,  which  questions  were  duly  ceiliiied  to  the  Supreme 
Court: 

1.  Whether  the  circuit  court  has  any  jurisdiction  over  the  alleged  offense,  or  any 
power  to  punish  the  defendant  for  any  appropriation  of  the  money  after  its  Jt^I 
payment  to  him  as  such  guardian,  it  appearing  that  the  defendant  is  the  legal  guar- 
dian of  his  ward  under  the  laws  of  his  State;  and  that  the  money  alleged  to  have 
been  embezzled  and  fraudulently  converted  to  his  own  use  had  been  paid  over  to 
him  by  the  Government  and  belonged  to  his  said  ward. 

2.  If  the  defendant  did  embezzle  the  money  and  convert  the  same  to  his  own  use 
after  it  was  paid  over  to  him  by  the  Government,  is  he  liable  to  indictment  for  the 
offense  under  the  act  of  Congress,  or  only  under  the  State  law? 

3.  Is  the  act  of  Ck)ngres8  under  which  the  indictment  is  found  a  constitutional  and 
valid  law? 

After  an  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  question  involved  the  Supreme 
Court  announced  the  following  conclusions: 

It  is  competent  for  Congress  to  enforce  by  suitable  penalities  all  legislation  neces- 
sary or  proper  to  the  execution  of  power  with  which  it  is  Intrusted,  and  any  act 
committed  with  a  view  of  evading  such  legislation  or  fraudulently  securing  its  bene- 
fits may  be  made  an  offense  against  the  United  States.  ( United  States  f^.  Fox,  95 
U.  S.,  670.) 

Acts  of  Congress  granting  such  donations  to  officers,  soldiers,  and  seamen,  or  to 
their  wives  or  children,  in  some  cases  direct  that  the  jjayment  may  be  made  to  the 
attorney  or  agent  of  the  Ixjneficiary;  in  other  acts  the  direction  is  that  the  payment 
may  be  made  to  the  guardian  of  the  party,  and  in  still  another  class  of  such  acts  the 
requirement  is  that  the  money  shall  be  paid  directly  to  the  beneficiary.  (4  Stat. 
350;  3  id.,  569.) 

For  the  defendant,  it  is  insisted  that  when  the  payment  is  made  to  the  guardian 
the  money  paid  ceases  to  be  within  the  constitutional  control  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  act  of  Congress,  which  enacts  that  the  guardian  who  embezzles  the 
money  or  fraudulently  converts  the  same  to  his  own  use  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
is  unconstitutional  and  void.  But  the  court  is  unhesitatingly  of  a  different  opinion 
for  several  reasons:  1.  liecause  the  United  States,  as  the  donors  of  the  pensions,  may, 
through  the  legislative  department  of  the  (Tovernment,  annex  such  conditions  to 
the  donation  as  they  see  fit,  U)  insure  its  transmission  unimpaired  to  the  l)eneficiary. 
2.  Because  a  guardian  no  more  than  the'  agent  or  attorney  of  the  pensioner  is 
obliged  by  the  laws  of  Congress  to  receive  the  fund,  but  if  he  does,  he  must  actvpt 
it  subject  to  the  annex wl  conditions.  3.  Ik^cansc  the  word  ** guardian,"  as  usetl 
in  the  acts  of  Congress,  is  niert^ly  the  designation  of  the  i)er9on  to  whom  the  money 
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frr»nte<\  may  be  paid  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pengionere.  4.  Because  the 
fund  proceeds  from  the  Unite<l  States,  and  inasmuch  as  the  donation  is  a  voluntary 
jrift,  the  Congress  may  pass  laws  for  its  protection,  certainly  until  the  passage  into 
the  hands  of  the  beneficiary,  which  \i*  all  that  is  necessary  to  decide  in  this  case. 
5,  Bei^use  the  elements  of  the  offense  defined  by  the  act  of  Congress  in  question 
c-oiisist  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  individual  named  in  the  indictment,  wholly 
irrespective  of  the  duties  devolved  upon  him  by  the  State  law.  6.  Because  the 
theory  of  the  defendant  that  the  act  of  Congress  augments,  lessens,  or  makes  any 
change  in  respect  to  the  duties  of  a  guardian  under  the  State  law  is  entirely  erroneous, 
as  the  act  of  Congress  merely  provides  that  the  pension  may  be  paid  to  the  person 
designated  as  guardian,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pensioner,  and  that  the  person 
>vho  receives  the  pension,  if  he  embezzles  it  or  fraudulently  converts  it  to  his  own 
uee,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  be  punished  as  therein  provided. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions,  it  is  clear  that  Congress  possessed  the 
power  (1)  to  define  the  offense  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the  circuit  court 
is  vivted  with  the  jurisdiction  to  try  the  offender  and  sentence  him  to  the  punish- 
ment which  the  act  of  Congress  imposed;  (2)  that  the  defendant,  under  the  circum- 
stances disclosed  in  the  record,  was  liable  to  indictment  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States;  (3)  that  the  act  of  Congress  defining  the  offense  set  forth  in  the 
indictment  is  a  valid  and  constitutional  law  enacted  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution. 

From  the  rulings  above  mentioned  it  very  clearly  appears  that  pen- 
sion mone}'  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  for  the  benefit  of  a  pensioner  is 
still  under  the  constitutional  control  of  the  Government.  If  so,  then 
it  follows  that  the  Government  may  direct  and  supervise  its  adminis- 
tration, expenditure,  and  disposition  under  the  limitations  and  restric- 
tions incident  to  the  pension  laws.  The  guardian  as  an  individual  is 
the  agent  of  the  United  States,  wholly  irrespective  of  the  duties 
devolved  upon  him  by  the  State  law,  and  is  manifestly  subject  to  such 
direction  as  to  prevent  the  diversion  of  the  pension  money  from 
inuring  solely  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  those  to  whom  the  pensions 
are  granted. 

It  will  be  observed  that,  under  the  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
the  Hall  case  (supra),  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court 
grew  out  of  the  civil  status  of  the  guardian.  It  was  predicated  upon 
the  fact  that  his  civil  status  as  an  official  under  the  State  law  of 
Ohio  did  not  supersede  or  destroy  his  fiduciary  relation  to  the  United 
States  Government.  He  was  amenable  to  the  criminal  jurisdiction 
of  the  circuit  court  for  the  ver}^  reason  that  he  was  accountable  to  the 
civil  jurisdiction  of  the  Government. 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  the  lawfully  constituted  representative  of  the 
United  States  to  whom  guardians,  as  well  as  all  other  agents  in  pen- 
sion matters,  must  give  an  account  of  their  acts  and  doings.  He  is 
vested  with  powers  which  are  defined  in  a  geneml  way  in  section  471, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  follows: 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall  perform,  under  the  direction  of  the  SetTetary 
of  the  Interior,  such  duties  in  the  exet^ution  of  the  various  pension  and  bounty-land 
laws  sm  may  be  prescribed  by  the  President. 
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It  will  thiLS  be  seen  that  Congress  did  not  attempt  to  define  or  pre- 
scribe the  manner  in  which  that  official  should  exercise  the  duties  of 
his  office,  but  left  that  matter  to  be  regulated  by  rules  and  regulations 
to  be  prescribed  by  the  President,  or  l)}"^  the  Seci^etary  of  the  Interior, 
who,  within  the  legitimate  scope  of  his  administration,  represents  the 
President.  Many  of  the  duties  incident  to  the  office  are  quasi  judicial 
in  character,  and  carry  with  them  the  implied  constitutional  authority 
to  direct  the  conduct  of  all  ministerial  agents  in  the  execution  of  such 
judgments  as  legally  appertain  thereto.  The  right  of  Congress  to 
grant  a  pension  in  the  first  plac«  is  an  implied  power  growing  out  of 
the  constitutional  grant  to  Congress  to  declare  war,  to  luise  and 
support  armies,  to  prov^ide  and  maintain  a  navy,  and  to  make  rule^  for 
the  land  and  naval  forces.  The  right  to  create  the  office  of  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  is  an  implied  power  flowing  from  the  same  souri'e. 
That  officer  is  charged  with  the  performance  of  such  duties,  in  the 
execution  of  the  pension  and  bounty-land  laws,  as  are  j)rescri})ed  by  the 
Pi'esident  or  the  executive  bmnch  of  the  Government,  and  the  jx)wer 
to  prescribe  the  duties  necessarily  implies  the  power  to  formulate  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  are  essential  to  the  administration  of  such 
laws.  Such  implied  power  is  in  existence  now  and  will  continue  in 
force  until  it  is  destroyed  by  future  legislation.  Such  power  is  limited 
only  to  such  matters  sis  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Conmiis- 
sioner  of  Pensions. 

The  defendant  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Hall  rested  his 
defense  mainly  upon  the  proposition  stated  by  the  Supreme  Court,  as 
follows: 

That  a  guaniian  is  a  State  officer,  and  as  such  is  not  stibject  to  the  laws  of  Coiigreas 
in  the  performance  of  his  duties. 

In  reply  to  this  the  court,  among  other  things,  held  that  the — 

Power  to  protecit  the  fund  from  misappropriation,  frau<l,  and  unauthorized  conver- 
sion to  the  use  of  another,  and  to  secure  its  safe  and  unimpaired  transmission  to  the 
beneficiary  has  been  claimed  and  exercisetl  through  the  whole  period  since  Congress, 
under  the  Constitution,  commenced  to  grant  such  bounties. 

Who  but  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  power  to  "  secure  its 
safe  and  unimpaired  transmission  to  the  beneficiary  i "  If  a  guardian 
holds  pension  funds  as  a  State  officer,  he  can  not  be  directed  by  Con- 
gress in  its  administration.  Such  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  is 
in  transitu,  as  it  were,  and  until  it  reaches  its  final  destination  is  con- 
trollable only  by  the  United  States.  When  a  guardian  makes  a  proper 
expenditure  in  l)ehalf  of  his  ward,  he  does  so,  not  as  a  State  official, 
but  as  agent  of  the  Government.  No  State  court  can  delegate  authority 
to  such  a  guardian  relating  to  the  disposition  of  a  pension  fund,  nor 
has  it  competent  authority  to  direct  the  expenditure  thereof.  This 
necessarily  follows  from  the  fact  that  the  guardian  holds  the  fund,  not 
in  his  official  capacity  as  a  State  officer,  but  as  an  individual  agent 
representing  the  Government  of  the  United  States.     If,  therefore,  the 
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Ck>inuiissioiM»r  of  PtMisions,  uiulcr  tho  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

Interior,  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  guardian  holding  pension  money, 

then  there  is  no  such  competent  authority,  and  the  guardian  is  a  law 

unto  himself,  amenable  to  no  jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  of  Edward  W.  Moore  (9  P.  D.,  55)  the  Department  held 

that: 

The  words  ap|>eariiig  in  the  wrt  of  August  8,  1882,  "but  the  payment  to  persons 
lal>oring  under  legal  disabilities  may  be  made  to  the  guardians  of  such  persons,"  are 
not  mandatory  but  permissive. 

It  was  also  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Ilall  case  (supra)  that: 

The  guardian  no  more  than  the  agent  or  attorney  of  the  jiensioner  is  obhged  by  the 
laws  of  Congress  to  receive  the  fund;  but  if  he  does,  he  must  accept  it  subject  to  the 
annexed  conditions. 

One  of  the  conditions,  as  pointed  out  by  the  Supreme  Court,  is  to 
the  effect  tjiat  the  fund  still  remains  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States.  If  so,  then  the  United  States  must  have  the  power, 
through  its  legally  constituted  official,  to  direct  and  suptM'vise  its 
administration.  If  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  without  power 
to  direct  and  control  the  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  the 
legislative  safeguard  above  recited  would  in  main'  instances  prove 
futile  and  inoperative.  As  point.ed  out  in  your  communication,  guar- 
dians' accounts  rendered  to  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  often  show  large 
and  increjising  accumulations  of  pension  money,  greatly  exceeding 
the  amount  of  bonded  securitv.  StJite  courts  have  no  constitutional 
authority  to  direct  and  control  such  a  fund,  and  that  condition  would 
render  the  pensioner  powerless  to  o])tain  redress  in  such  a  tribunal  if 
his  |3ension  was  wrongfully  withheld. 

There  is  another  iis|MM't  of  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry  which 
strengthens  the  view  that  a  guardian  is  wholly  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Ccmmiissioner  of  Pensions.  No  State  court  can  punish  a  guard- 
ian for  the  embezzlement  of  pension  funds  in  his  hands,  nor  can  such 
a  court  take  jurisdiction  in  a  civil  proceeding  brought  by  the  pensioner 
to  recover  the  money  so  held.  These  propositions  flow  from  the  prin- 
ciples announced  in  the  case  of  Waite  (81  Fed.  Rep.,  359).  VVaite 
was  a  pension  examiner  sent  out  to  the  State  of  Iowa  to  investigate 
some  alleged  fraudulent  pension  claims.  While  there  he  was  indicted 
under  a  statute  of  that  State  for  threatening  the  prosecution  of  a  pen- 
sioner. Under  said  indictment  he  was  tried  and  convicted,  and  upon 
appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  was  affirmed.  The  defendant  then  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  Jwfore  the  district  court,  which  disi'hargcd  him  from  custody 
on  the  ground  that  the  courts  of  the  Stjite  of  Iowa  had  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter.     Among  other  things  the  court  held  as  follows: 

In  matters  committed  to  the  sole  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  statutee  of  the 
State  have  no  application,  and  a  criminal  prosecution  for  violation  of  a  State  statute 
can  not  be  based  uponai-ts  done  in  nuch  niatterH,  hut  thi^  determination  of  the  right- 
fulnesB  of  such  acts,  depends  wholly  ujton  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  belonii^s 
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to  their  court«.  Accordingly  lieltl,  that  the  statute'  of  Iowa  ((Vxlc,  Hectioii  3871),  pn> 
viding  for  the  punishment  of  one  who  maHeiously  threatens  to  accutje  a  i^erson  of  a 
crime  in  ohier  to  comi^l  him  to  do  an  atrt  has  no  application  to  a  United  States 
pension  examiner,  charged  with  the  duty  of  investigating  fraudulent  pension  claims. 

The  court  further  held: 

But  when  an  officer  of  the  United.  States  is  charged  with  the  performance  of  ivr- 
tain  duties  under  the  law  of  the  United  States,  and  in  the  general  performance  theniif 
he  does  acts  which  it  is  claimed  are  in  excess  of  his  proper  duty,  which  arc  >nolaiive 
of  the  rights  of  other  citizens,  the  question  is  whether  a  prosecution  therefor  i«n  ]>e 
sustained  in  the  State  (K>urts,  when  it  is  apparent  that  the  institution  an<l  maintenance 
thereof  may  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of  the  law^s  of  the  United  States,  or  with 
the  operations  of  the  Government.  Under  this  aspect  of  the  question,  the  point  is 
not  what  the  rights  of  individual  citizens  might  require  for  their  proper  pn>tection, 
but  whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  entire 
community,  has  not  the  right  to  assert  that  its  operations  within  the  jurisdiction 
conferred  hy  the  Constitution,  and  wherein  it  is  supreme  and  paramount,  can  not  be 
interfered  with  under  the  laws  of  the  State;  and  to  prevent  such  interference  it  mujst 
be  held  that  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States,  when  engaged  in  the  i>erfonii- 
ance  of  his  official  duties,  is  not  amenable  to  the  laws  or  courts  of  the  State  in  a  crim- 
inal prosecution  based  upon  at;ts  by  him  done  in  connection  with  his  official  dutie«5. 
If  in  the  performance  of  these  duties  the  officer  so  acts  as  to  violate  his  duty  to  the 
United  States,  that  Government  and  not  the  State  is  the  proper  party  to  call  him  to 
account.  If  the  acts  done  are  violative  of  the  rights  of  individuals,  a  ci\il  action 
for  damages  may  l)e  maintained  or  protection  may  be  sought  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  thus  a  remedy  may  be  afforded  to  the  citizen  without  bringine 
the  Federal  and  State  governments  into  conflict,  or  without  unduly  interfering  with 
the  operations  of  that  Government  under  whose  authority  the  officer  is  acting. 

In  said  case  the  court  further  held: 

It  will  not  be  questioned  that  the  whole  subject  of  the  jjensions  paid  to  the  soldiers 
and  sailors  of  the  United  States  is  a  matter  wholly  within  the  Federal  jurisdiction, 
and  wholly  outside  the  plane  of  State  (control.  The  State  can  not,  either  by  legisla- 
tive enactment  or  by  judicial  action,  create  or  deny  the  right  to  a  pension  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  nor  direct,  prescrilnj,  or  control  the  mode  of  obtaining  pen- 
sions, the  manner  of  submitting  evidence  in  support  thereof,  the  kind  or  amount  of 
evidence  needed  to  establish  a  claim,  or  the  methocis  to  be  followed  by  the  United 
States  in  examining  into  claims  presenteil,  or  the  safeguards  to  Ije  adopte<l  to  prevent 
frauds  upon  the  Government.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  has  created 
the  pension  system  now  in  force;  and  the  whole  thereof,  in  substance  and  in  form  of 
procedure,  is  without  the  plane  of  State  control. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  court  placed  the  civil  and  criminal  juris- 
diction of  the  State  couils  on  the  same  plane.  In  pension  matters  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  Sttitcs  is  everywhere  not  only  supreme  but 
exclusive. 

This  doctrine  is  quite  as  clearly  announced  in  the  case  of  Tennessee 
V.  Davis  (100  U,  S.,  257).  Davis  was  a  deputy  collector  of  internal 
revenue,  and  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  was  attempting  to  seize  an 
illicit  distillery.  While  doing  so  he  became  engaged  in  a  rencounter 
with  certain  persons  who  interfered  with  his  actions  during  which  he 
killed  one  of  them.     For  this  he  was  indicted  in  a  State  court  for  the 
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()ffens<^  of  niurder,  whereupon  he  instituted  pro<»eedings  under  section 
ti43.  Revised  Statutes,  for  the  removal  of  the  prosecution  to  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States.  Under  a  certificate  of  division  in  opinion 
between  the  judges  of  the  circuit  coui't  the  matter  was  taken  before 
the  Supreme  Court.     In  that  case  the  court,  among  other  things  held: 

The  provision  of  the  Constitution  declaring  that  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
Staten  extends  to  all  cases  in  law  and  cnjuity  arising  under  the  Constitution,  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  an<l  treaties  made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their  author- 
ity, embraces  alike  civil  and  criminal  cases.     Both  are  ecjually  within  that  power. 

In  discussing  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fedei'al  courts  in  such  matters, 
the  coui't  said: 

As  was  said  in  Martin  r.  Hunter  (1  Wheat.,  363),  "the  General  Government  must 
cease  to  exist  whenever  it  loses  the  power  of  protecting  itself  in  the  exercise  of  its 
constitutional  powers."  It  civn  act  only  through  its  officers  and  agents,  and  they 
must  act  within  the  States.  If,  when  thus  at'ting,  and  within  the  scope  of  their 
authority,  those  ofRt^ers  can  l)e  arrestetl  and  brought  to  trial  in  a  State  court,  for  an 
alleged  offense  against  the  law  of  the  State,  yet  warranted  by  the  Federal  authority 
they  possess,  and  if  the  General  Government  is  p<jwerle8s  to  interfere  at  once  for  their 
pnjtection — if  their  prote<;tion  must  be  left  to  the  at^tion  of  the  State  court — the 
operations  of  the  General  Government  may  at  any  time  be  arrested  at  the  will  of  one 
of  its  members.  The  legislation  of  a  State  may  be  unfriendly.  It  may  affix  penal- 
ties to  acts  done  under  the  immediate  direction  of  the  National  Government,  and  in 
obe<iience  to  its  laws.  It  may  deny  the  authority  conferred  by  those  laws.  The 
State  court  may  administer  not  only  the  laws  of  the  State,  but  equally  Federal  law, 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  paralyze  the  operations  of  the  (jovernment.  And  even  if, 
after  trial  and  final  judgment  in  the  State  court,  the  case  can  be  brought  into  the 
United  States  court  for  review,  the  officer  is  withdrawn  from  the  dischai^e  of  his 
duty  during  the  pendency  of  the  prosecution,  and  the  exercise  of  acknowledged 
Fe<ieral  power  arrested. 

In  said  case  it  was  further  held: 

By  the  last  clause  of  the  eighth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution,  Con- 
gress is  invested  with  power  to  make  all  laws  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into 
execution  not  only  all  the  powers  previously  specified,  but  also  all  other  powers 
vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  in  any  depart- 
ment or  officer  thereof.  Among  these  is  the  judicial  power  of  the  Government. 
That  is  declared  by  the  second  section  of  the  third  article  to  *^  extend  to  all  cases  in 
law  and  equity  arising  under  the  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
treaties  made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their  authority,''  etc.  This  provision 
embraces  alike  civil  and  criminal  cases  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws. 
(Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat,  264.)  Both  are  equally  within  the  domain  of  the 
judicial  powere  of  the  United  States,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  grant  to  justify  an 
assertion  that  whatever  power  may  be  exerted  over  a  civil  case  may  not  be  exerted 
as  fully  over  a  criminal  one.  And  a  case  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States  may  as  well  arise  in  a  criminal  prosecution  as  in  a  civil  suit. 

Your  communication  invited  an  expression  of  opinion  as  to  whether 
the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  embodies  the  law  of  distribution  relating  to 
the  accrued  pension  of  a  deceased  pensioner,  especially  as  to  the  fund 
in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unexpended  at  the  time  of  such  decease. 
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Said  act  read  a.s  follows: 

Be  it  tmacted  by  the  Senate  and  HcniM  of  RejtreAeidatireaof  the>  United  Stales  of  AmerUn 
in  Co7igre»8  aiwnnbledy  That  from  and  after  the  twenty-eighth  (lay  of  September,  eight- 
een hundred  and  ninety-two,  the  accrued  pension  to  the  date  of  the  <ieath  of  any 
pensioner,  or  of  any  (lerson  entitled  to  a  pension  having  an  application  therefor 
pending,  and  whether  a  certificate  therefor  shall  issue  prior  or  8ul)seqaent  to  the 
death  of  such  person,  shall,  in  the  case  of  a  person  pensioned,  or  applying  for  pen- 
sion on  account  of  his  disabilities  or  service,  be  paid,  first,  to  his  widow;  second,  if 
there  is  no  widow,  to  his  child  or  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  his 
death;  third,  in  case  of  a  widow,  to  her  minor  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  yeais 
at  her  death.  Such  accrued  j)ension  shall  not  be  considered  a  })art  of  the  aaset<4  of 
the  estate  of  such  deceaseil  person,  nor  be  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  said 
estate  in  any  case  whaU^oever,  but  shall  inure  to  the  sole  and  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  or  children.  And  if  no  widow  or  child  survive  such  pensioner,  and  in  the 
case  of  his  last  surviving  child,  who  was  such  minor  at  his  death,  and  in  case  of  a 
dependent  mother,  father,  sister,  or  brother,  no  payment  whatsoever  of  their  aocrue<i 
pension  shall  be  made  or  allowed  except  so  much  as  may  be  ne<*es8ary  to  reimburse 
the  person  who  bore  the  expense  of  their  last  sickness  and  burial,  if  they  did  not 
leave  sufficient  assets  to  meet  such  exjjense.  And  the  mailing  of  a  pension  check, 
drawn  by  a  pension  agent  in  payment  of  a  pension  due,  to  the  address  of  a  pensioner 
shall  constitute  payment  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  pensioner  subsequent  to  the 
execution  of  the  voucher  therefor.  And  all  prior  laws  relating  to  the  payment  kA 
accrued  pension  are  hereby  re])ealed.     (28  Stat.,  964.) 

The  act  is  undoubtedly  the  law  of  distribution  and  needs  no  con- 
struction as  it  affects  accrued  pensions.  It  remains  only  to  be  deter- 
mined whether  a  fund  that  has  been  paid  to  a  guardian,  and  is  in  his 
hands  at  the  date  of  the  pensioner's  death,  is  an  accrued  pension.  As 
a  general  rule  an  accrued  pension  is  a  fund  which  is  due  the  pensioner 
but  which  has  not  yet  been  severed  from  the  general  fund  in  the 
Treasury  or  in  the  designated  deix)sitor3^  upon  which  the  pension  agent 
would  draw  his  check  for  payment.  It  is  not  that  condition,  however, 
which  makes  such  a  fund  an  accrued  pension.  All  funds  which  have 
accumulated  by  opei'ation  of  law,  and  have  not  been  paid  to  the  pen- 
sioner or  expended  in  accordance  with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  certainly 
in  the  nature  of  accrued  pensions.  If,  therefore,  an  unexpended  fund 
in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  contemplation,  been  paid 
to  the  pensioner  it  must  be  an  accrued  pension.  The  pensioner  has 
no  better  title  to  such  a  fund  than  if  it  was  yet  in  the  Treasury.  In 
the  one  case  the  fund  is  in  the  hands  of  a  depositary,  and  in  the  other 
case  it  is  in  a  depository.  There  can  be  no  essential  difference  in  the 
nature  of  an  accrued  pension  yet  in  the  Treasury  and  a  pension  fund 
in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  unless  the  payment  to  the  guardian  is,  in 
legal  contemplation,  a  payment  to  the  pensioner.  But  in  the  Hall 
case,  above  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  held  to  be  amenable  to  the 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  courts  upon  the  ground  that 
the  payment  to  him  was  not  a  payment  to  the  pensioner  or  to  the  guar- 
dian as  such,  but  to  an  individual  as  a  custodian  or  depositary.  In 
this  respect  the  status  of  the  defendant  was  differentiated  from  all 
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other  citseH  in  which  i\  legally  constitutvd  guardian  couies  into  posses- 
sion of  goods  which  belong  to  his  ward.  The  essential  difference 
seems  to  be  that  a  pension  fund,  being  a  donation,  is  treated  as  being 
always  in  the  possession  of  the  Government  until  it  reaches  the  hands 
of  the  beneficiary,  or  in  ease  of  a  person  under  disability  until  it  has 
been  properly  expended  in  his  behalf.  The  payment  of  an  accrued 
])ension  to  a  guardian  does  not  alter  the  nature  or  character  of  the 
fund;  it  is  still  an  accrued  pension  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Government. 

Attorney -Genei-al  Garland,  in  construing  the  term  accrued  pension, 
held  that: 

The  t4?nn  **ac*<!nie<l  pension"  as  used  in  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  means  the 
amount  of  money  unpaid  by  the  Government  to  which  a  pensioner  or  a  person 
who  had  a  valid  claim  for  ]>ension  pending  was  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
(19  Op.,  1.) 

It  will  l)e  thus  seen  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  the 
term  "accrued  pension'-  is  synonymous  with  the  term  unpaid  pension. 
In  the  act  of  June  30,  1890,  is  the  following  provision: 

Provided  further ^  That  liereafter  whenever  a  pension  certificate  shall  have  been 
isHued  and  the  pensioner  mentioned  therein  dies  Ixifore  payment  shall  have  been 
uia<le,  leaving  no  widow  and  no  surviving  minor  children,  the  acx-rued  pension  due 
on  said  certificate  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  said  pensioner  may,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Ikj  paid  t4)  the  l^al  representatives  of  said  pensioner. 
(26  Stat.,  187.) 

In  this  proviso  the  tenn  "accrued  pension  "is  manifestly  used  in 
the  sense  of  unpaid  pension.  Before  the  proviso  wjis  repealed  by  the 
act  of  March  2,  1S95,  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Interior,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  discretion,  was  authorized  to  pay  to  the  legal  representatives  of  a 
deceased  pensioner  all  unpaid  amounts  due  from  the  date  of  the  orig- 
inal application. 

Suppose  that  an  insane  i^nsioner,  having  a  guardian  with  pension 
funds  in  his  hands,  should  die  leaving  a  widow,  would  she  have  to 
make  application  for  such  fund  as  an  accrued  pension,  or  would  she 
be  relegated  to  the  statutes  of  distribution  under  the  laws  of  the  State 
in  which  she  and  the  pensioner  re^sided?  If  such  a  pensioner  should 
die,  leaving  no  widow  or  child,  would  that  fund  revert  to  the  Govern- 
ment or  go  to  his  legal  representatives?  If  such  a  fund  is  a  portion 
of  the  assets  of  his  estate,  then,  of  course,  it  would  be  disposed  of 
under  the  laws  of  the  State;  but  if  not,  then  it  would  ))e  disposed  of 
as  an  at^crued  pension.  But  the  act  of  1895,  above  recited,  declares 
that  such  accrued  pension  shall  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  person,  nor  be  liable  for  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  said  estate  in  any  case  whatever,  but  shall-  inure  to  the 
sole  and  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  or  children.  In  many  cases 
Congress  has  passed  laws  providing  that  pension  money  shall  not  be 
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transferable  or  subject  to  attachment,  levy,  or  .seizure,  even  after  it 
has  been  receivexl  by  the  agent,  attorney,  or  guardian.  Such  a  pro- 
vision is  contained  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  May  15,  1828, 
passed  for  the  relief  of  the  officers  and  soldiers  of  the  Revolution 
(4  Stat.,  270).  Ever  since  the  Revolution,  in  which  our  pension  system 
had  its  origin,  pensioners  have  in  certain  aspects  bean  "wards  of  the 
United  States,"  and  that  relation  continual  so  long  as  their  })eusions 
remain  in  the  hands  of  agents  or  guardians.  In  the  Hall  case  the 
Supreme  Court,  quoting  from  a  MiissachiLsetts  authority^  held: 

It  is  undoubte(ily  (ronii)et-ent  for  the  United  States,  said  Judge  Hoar,  tx)  attai^i  such 
conditions  as  they  nmy  sei^  iit  to  the  grant  of  a  ]>ension,  and  to  fix  by  la\i'  the  time 
and  manner  in  which  the  property  shall  finally  j)aHs  to  the  pensioner.  (Kellogg  r. 
Wait  and  Trustee,  12  Allen  (Mass.),  530.)  But  the  court  in  that  case  held  that  the 
rule  did  not  apply  to  the  money  after  the  same  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  j^en- 
sioner,  which  i»  a  cjuestion  that  dm»8  not  arista  in  this  case*. 

From  what  has  lieen  said  arises  the  necessary  h^gal  conclusion  that 
the  United  States  has  supreme  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  and  control 
over  the  civil  and  criminal  conduct  of  its  oflScers  and  agents  while 
engaged  in  the  discharge  of  duties  devolved  upon  them  by  Federal 
laws.  A  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  will  not  lie  treated 
as  having  passed  from  such  control  until  it  has  reached  the  lieneficiary 
and  become  merged  into  his  estate. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  matters  presented  in  y^our  com- 
munication, I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary  powers  enumerated  therein 
as  necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws.  Guard- 
ians holding  pension  funds  are  subject  to  your  direction,  both  before 
and  after  the  death  of  the  ward  or  insane  pensioner. 

You  will  take  such  action  as  may  bo  deemed  appropriate  under  the 
views  herein  expressed. 


DK8KRTION— HONORAnr^K  IJlSCirARQK— DROPPING. 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  H.  Burns. 

A  soldier  is  iH^nsinnahle  for  a  d inability  incurred  subsequent  to  the  expiration,  by 
limitation,  of  a  term  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  waa  never 
discharged,  notwitliHtanding  the  fact  that  the  .s<icond  contract  of  enlistment  was 
entered  into  jirior  to  the  expiration  of  the  first  term  of  enlistment,  provided  said 
second  term  of  enlistnicmt  be  faithfully  jKjrformed  and  completed,  and  be  not 
avoided  by  the  United  States. 

Amistant  Srcrctary  F,  L.  Canqyhell  to  tJie  ComratHsioiier  of  Pefisions^ 

June  //,  190 L 

Your  communication  of  May  4,  1901,  accompanying  the  papers  in 
the  case  (certific^ate  No.  21)4884)  of  Ilonry  P.  Burns,  alias  Patrick  H. 
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Burns,  late  a  private  in  Company  B,  Thiil}^ -fifth  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Heavy  Artil- 
lery, and  inviting  the  attention  of  this  Department  to  certain  supposed 
incongruities  and  an  apparent  conflict  between  the  decision  of  this 
Department  of  April  27,  1901  (ante,  p.  332),  rendei-ed  on  the  appeal 
of  said  Burns  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  dropping  his 
name  from  the  rolls,  and  reversing  said  action  and  directing  the 
restoration  of  his  pension,  and  the  decision  of  the  Department,  ren- 
dered June  21,  1898,  in  the  case  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  1).,  382),  has 
been  most  carefully  considered. 

Your  communication  points  out  clearly  and  distinctly  the  apparent 
conflict  deemed  to  exist  between  the  two  departmental  decisions  above 
refeiTed  to,  and  is  as  follows: 

Pkpartmknt  op  thk  Interior,  Bureau  of  Pensions, 

Waahmglon^  D.  C,  }fay  4,  1901. 
The  Honorable  Secretary  op  the  Interior. 

Sir:  Herewith  I  have  the  honor  to  return  decision  of  April  27,  1901,  in  claim 
(certificate  294884)  of  Henry  P.  Bums,  alias  Patrick  H.  Burns,  Company  B,  Thirty- 
tifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer 
Heavy  Artillery,  and  the  papers  in  the  case,  together  with  the  case  of  John  Nortoi. 
(certificrate  255355)  in  which  was  rendere<i  a  decision,  June  21,  1898,  covering  the 
point  involved  in  the  Bums  case. 

The  decision  in  the  Norton  case  has  been  closely  followe<i  in  the  practice  of  this 
Bureau  since  the  date  of  its  promulgation,  and,  inasmuch  as  the  decision  in  the 
Bums  case  appears  to  differ  in  principle  from  that  in  the  Norton  case  in  a  very 
iiTi{X)rtant  point,  it  is  deemed  proper  to  bring  the  matter  to  your  attention. 

Paragraph  4  of  the  syllabus  in  the  Norton  decision  is  as  follows:  **  If  the  disability 
was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while  the  claimant  was  a 
tleserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlist- 
ment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability  was  not  incurred 
in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper  command  in 
violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment." 

The  syllabus  of  the  Bums  decision  ends  thus: 

**JIeld:  That  appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long  prior  to  the  incurrence 
of  the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense  of  desertion  terminated  with 
said  contract  of  endistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  he  was 
no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  of  military  duty  under  his  second  enlistment, 
and  occupied  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  action  dropping  him  from  the  rolls  was 
error.     (See  case  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  382. ) " 

The  facts  in  the  Norton  case  are:  He  enlisted  in  Company  II,  Ninth  Massachusetts 
V^olunteer  Infantry,  April  11,  1861,  to  serve  for  three  years;  was  detachwl  to  Battery 
D,  Fifth  United  States  Artillery,  and  deserted  therefrom  January  21,  1863.  He 
enlisted  in  Company  B,  First  District  of  Columbia  Volunteer  Cavalry,  July  31,  1863, 
and  was  dis<!harged  May  3,  1865.  He  was  i>ensioned  for  gunshot  wound  of  head, 
incurred,  as  shown  by  the  reconl,  June  23,  1864,  twelve  days  after  the  expiration  of 
the  term  of  his  original  enlistment,  and  was  dropped  because  of  desertion  from  a  prior 
service  in  1898,  having  been  last  paid  to  December  4,  1897.  Norton  died  April  26, 
1898. 

In  the  Burns'  case  it  appears  that  the  soldier  enlisted  for  two  years  (according  to 
the  Volunteer  Army  Register),  May  7,  1861,  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York 
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Voliinti^er  Infantry;  (loHort<*<l  prior  t4)  February  28,  1862  (exact  date  not  of  reri>nl): 
enlisU*<l  in  (  ornpany  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Heavy  Artillery,  Augu«>t  7,  1862, 
for  three  yean*,  and  was  (liwharved  June  26,  1865.  He  was  pensioned  for  injury  of 
head  and  back,  allegeil  to  have  l)een  incurred  July  5,  1864,  his  allegation  being  «i»- 
tained  by  considerable  evidence,  and  was  dropped  in  1897  (laatpaid  to  January  4, 
1897),  on  ground  of  denertion  from  a  prior  service. 

At  the  date  of  dropping  he  had  a  claim  |3ending  for  additional  disability — ^rheuma- 
tism— said  to  have  l)een  incurred  in  the  winter  of  1862-63,  and  supported  by  consid- 
erable evi<lence. 

As  l)efore  stated,  the  decision  in  this  case  denotes  as  error  the  Bureau's  action  of 
dropping  because  of  prior  desertion,  for  the  reason  that  the  prior  contract  of  enliist- 
ment  from  which  claimant  was  never  discharged  had  "expired  by  limitation  long 
prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,"  leading  irresist- 
ibly to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  the  relation  of  the  date  of  incurrence  of  dieability 
to  that  of  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from  w'hich  there  was  no  discharge, 
which  is  to  govern  the  status  of  the  soldier  as  i)en8ionable  or  not.  In  the  Norton 
decision  weight  is  laid  uix)n  the  relation  lx)rne  by  the  date  of  the  sewmd  enlistment 
to  the  expiration  of  the  tenn  of  enlistment  from  which  there  was  no  discluuge,  the 
closing  paragraph  of  that  decision  lK?ing  as  follows:  *'  In  \'iew  of  the  foregoing,  I 
should  say  that  Mr.  Norton,  having  enlisted  in  the  First  District  of  Columbia  Cav- 
alry while  in  desertion  from  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry,  and  while  he  was  still  a 
meml)er  of  that  organization,  was  not  in  line  of  duty  as  a  soldier  when  he  m  alleged 
to  have  received  the  disability  for  which  ])ension  is  claimed,  being  at  the  time  a 
deserter  from  the  Ninth  Msu^^achusetts  Infantry." 

In  lK)th  cases  the  second-enlistment  contract  was  entered  into  before  the  tenn  uf 
the  first  enlistment,  from  which  there  was  no  discharge,  had  expired,  and  in  lioth 
cases  the  disability  was  incurred  subsequent  to  the  date  of  expiration  by  limitation 
of  the  first  contract  of  enlistment. 

In  other  wonls,  the  two  cases  app(*ar,  in  the  view  of  the  Bureau,  to  l3ein  the  same 
category,  and  to  come  under  paragraph  4  of  the  syllabus  of  the  Norton  de<>ision. 

Inasnmch  as  that  d«*ision  is  ciuoted  as  a  prtHX»dent  in  the  Burns  dwisicm,  it  d«n« 
not  apjx'ar  that  the  Department  overrules  or  nKKlitit"!S  it  in  any  way;  neverthele?«, 
as  the  former  denied  the  right  .of  the  soldier  to  his  ]K*nsion  and  the  latter  directs  his 
restoration  to  thc»  roll,  the  Bureau  seejns  justified  in  asking  further  guidance  in  deal- 
ing with  the  (piestion  of  line  of  duty  in  cases  wherein  the  disability  waa  incurred  in 
a  stH^ond  s(?rvic>e,  there  having  Ixjen  no  discharge  from  the  first. 

In  this  conne<'tion  note  is  nuuie  of  the  det^ision  rendered  November  25,  1898,  in 
the  ciise  of  the  widow  of  John  Sullivan,  late  of  Company  H,  Nineteenth  Kentucky 
Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  D,  Second  Ohio  Volunteer  Heavy  Artillery. 
This  claim  was  rejected  after  the  receipt  of  the  further  report  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment requested  in  the  de(!ision,  on  the  ground  that  the  fatal  disease  was  not  incurred 
in  line  of  duty;  the  original  contract  of  enlistment  for  three  years,  from  October  19, 
1861,  from  which  soldier  deserte<l  Sei)tember  2,  1862,  not  expiring  until  nearly  six 
months  after  w)ldier's  discharge  from  sectmd  serviv^e,  in  which  the  &ital  disability 
was  incurred. 

C'Oncisely  stated,  the  point  to  be  settle<l  is  this:  Is  soldier  pensionable  if  disability 
was  incurred  subsetjuent  to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  the  tenn  of  enlistment 
from  which  he  was  never  dischargc<i,  or  is  he  pensicmable  only  in  caae  the  second 
contnuit  of  enlistment  was  entere<l  into  subsecjuent  to  the  expiration  of  such  prior 
tenn  of  service? 

Ver>'  respectfully,  H.  Clav  Evans,  Commm^ioner. 

The  dettision  in  the  case  of  Burns  was  based  on  the  interpretation 
placed  by  this  Department  upon  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Norton 
{mijyra)^  and  this  latter  decision  was  cited  and  relied  upon  as  authority 
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for  the  conclusion  arrived  at  in  the  Burn's  case.  Inasmuch,  however, 
as  it  now  appears  that  the  material  facts  in  the  two  cases  are  precisely 
similar,  ancU  in  the  one  case,  Norton  was  denied  a  pension  upon  the 
ground  that  he  was  in  desertion  at  the  time  he  incurred  his  disability; 
and  in  the  other  Burns  was  directed  to  be  restored  to  the  rolls  for  the 
reason  that  the  contract  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  was 
shown  to  have  expired  by  limitation  prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the 
disability  on  account  of  which  he  had  been  pensioned,  and  therefore 
he  could  not  be  considered  as  in  desertion  at  the  time  of  its  incurrence 
under  the  ruling  in  the  Norton  case,  it  becomes  important,  as  sug- 
gested ))y  you,  to  carefully  consider  these  two  dexjisions,  and  ascertain, 
if  possible,  whence  this  evident  conflict  and  inconsistenc}^  between  the 
conclusion  announced  in  each  arose,  with  a  view  that  same  may  be 
re<^onciled,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Department  on  this  subject  be 
made  uniform  and  harmonious. 

As  has  been  well  and  concisely  stated  in  the  conclusion  of  your 
communication,  the  question  to  be  determined  is  this:  Was  it  the  inten- 
tion and  purpose  of  the  decision  in  the  Norton  case  to  hold  that  a 
soldier  was  pensionable  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension 
law  if  his  disability  was  incurred  during  a  second  term  of  service  at  a 
date  subsequent  to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  a  prior  contract  of 
enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  was  never  discharged;  or 
was  it  the  intention  of  said  decision  to  hold  that  he  would  occupy  a 
pensionable  status  only  in  the  event  that  the  second  contract  of  enlist- 
ment, in  which  the  disability  was  incurred,  was  entered  into  subse- 
quent to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  the  prior  term  of  service  from 
which  he  had  deserted? 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Norton  contained  a  carefully  considered 
discussion  of  the  effect  of  a  record  of  desertion  upon  the  pensionable 
status  of  soldiers  under  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws,  and  an 
exhaustive  citation  and  consideration  of  the  previous  rulings  and  deci- 
sions of  this  Department  on  that  subject.  The  conclusions  of  the 
Department  were  therein  announced  in  tive  general  propositions  or 
rules,  the  fourth  one  of  which  is  cited  in  your  foregoing  conmiunic^- 
tion,  and  it  was  this  fourth  rule  or  proposition  which  is  also  cited  and 
relied  upon,  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  to  sustain  the  conclu- 
sion therein  arrived  at. 

This  fourth  rule  declares  the  law  to  be  as  follows: 

If  the  disability  was  incurrwi  in  the  service  under  a  pu>)se(jnent  enlistment,  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  sach  reenlistment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  waa  absent  from  his  proper 
command,  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment. 

In  your  foregoing  communication  you  state: 
In  the  Norton  decision  weight  is  laid  uiK)n  the  relation  Ixmie  by  the  (iate  of  the 
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second  enlistment  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from  whioh  there  was 
no  discharge,  the  closing  paragraph  of  that  decision  l)eing  as  follows: 

"In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  should  say  that  Mr.  Norton,  having  enliflttnl  in  the 
First  District  of  CoIum1)ia  Cavalry  while  in  desertion  from  the  Ninth  MasRarhusettj* 
Infantry,  and  while  he  was  still  a  member  of  that  organization,  was  not  in  line  of 
duty  as  a  soldier  when  he  is  alleged  to  have  received  the  disability  for  which  j»en- 
sion  is  claimed,  Iwing  at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry," 

Although  the  language  used  in  said  fourth  rule  and  in  the  above- 
cited  concluding  paragraph  of  the  Noiion  decision  is  somewhat  ambig- 
uous, and  would,  if  standing  alone,  give  color  to  the  interpretation 
suggested  by  you,  yet,  when  it  is  considered  and  read  in  connei-ition 
with  the  body  of  said  decision  and  the  argument  and  reasoning  therein 
contained,  upon  which  said  fourth  rule  and  the  conclusion  announced 
in  the  closing  paragraph  of  the  Norton  decision  is  based,  it  would 
seem  to  be  clear  that  it  was  not  the  *'  relation  borne  by  the  date  of  the 
second  enlistment  to  the  explication  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from 
which  there  was  no  discharge"  to  which  weight  was  intended  to  lie 
given,  but  that,  in  the  mind  of  the  writer  of  said  decision,  it  was  the 
relation  of  the  date  of  incurrence  of  the  disability  for  which  pension 
is  claimed  to  the  date  of  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from 
which  there  was  no  discharge,  which  is  the  material  and  controlling 
factor  in  determining  the  pensionable  status  of  the  soldier. 

This  would  seem  to  follow  inevitably  from  the  fact  that  the  whole 
argument  and  discussion  in  the  Norton  decision  of  the  particular  phase 
of  the  general  subject  of  desertion,  which  is  suggested  by  your  com- 
munication and  embraced  in  the  Burns  decision,  centers  around  and  is 
based  upon  the  principle,  laid  down  by  Attorney -General  Taft  (15  Op., 
157),  that  the  obligation  to  render  military  service  depends  on  the 
contract  of  enlistment,  and,  necessarily,  ceases  therewith;  and  the 
offense  of  desertion  must  be  deemed  to  terminate  at  the  same  time. 
In  the  words  of  the  Attorney-General: 

That  offense  may  be  viewed  as  continuing  up  to  the  end  of  the  term  of  engage- 
ment, but  not  l>evond. 

From  this  principle  was  deduced  the  view  and  the  holding  that  a 
soldier  could  not  be  held  to  be  in  desertion,  or  out  of  the  line  of  dutv  bv 
reason  of  his  absence  from  his  proper  command  without  leave,  after 
the  expiration,  by  limitation,  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from  which 
he  had  deserted;  and  this  view  is  strenuously  urged  in  the  Norton 
decision  as  the  sole  and  onlv  basis  and  foundation  for  the  conclusion 
of  law  annoimced  in  the  fourth  rule,  or  general  proposition,  above 
referred  to.  Nowhere  in  the  discussion  of  this  subject  in  said  deci- 
sion is  it  argued  or  even  intimated  that  the  soldier  would  be  held  to 
be  still  in  desertion,  or  out  of  the  line  of  military  duty  and  not  pen- 
sionable, simply  for  the  reason  that  at  the  date  of  his  recnlistment  he 
was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  term  of  enlistment,  provided  it  api)ear 
that  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  the  disability  for  which  pension 
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is  claimed  his  former  contract  of  enlistment  had  expired  by  limitation. 
On  the  contrary,  the  very  gist  and  foundation  of  the  argmnent  and 
reasoning  advanced  in  said  decision  for  the  conclusions  therein 
announced  is  to  the  effect  that  there  could  be  no  desertion  from  a  par- 
ticular term  of  enlistment  after  the  expiration  b}^  limitation  of  the 
contract  of  enlistment  to  serve  during  said  term;  that  the  offense  of 
desertion  terminated  with  the  expiration  of  the  contract,  and,  there 
then  being  no  existing  legal  o))ligation  to  perform  militaiy  service,  the 
soldier  could  not  be  held  to  be  out  of  the  line  of  duty  by  reason  of  his 
absence  without  leave  from  his  proper  command. 

This  clearly  appears  from  the  following  language  used  in  said  decision 
(9  P.D.,  390): 

Nor  do  I  think  a  8<^)I<iier  would  \ye  j)enKionable  for  a  disability  contnu!ted  during  a 
period  when  he  was  in  desertion  from  a  former  enlistment,  he  having  enlisted  sub- 
tKHjueut  to  mi(;h  desertion  in  violation  of  the  Articles  of  War,  beitause  while  absent  in 
<le»ertion  he  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  it  l)eing  held  that  desertion  is  a  continuing 
offense,  and  may  be  committed  from  day  to  day  up  to  and  including  the  day  on 
which  his  term  of  enlistment  expires.     (15  Op.  Atty.  Gen.,  157). 

Here  it  is  plainly  stated  that  a  soldifer,  whose  enlistments  were  simi- 
hir  to  those  of  Norton  and  Burns,  would  not  be  pensionable  for  a  dis- 
ability incurred  during  the  time  he  was  in  desertion  from  his  former 
enlistment  for  the  sole  reason  that  he  would  not  be  in  line  of  duty  while 
thus  absent  in  desertion,  and  the  ground  for  this  conclusion  is  dis- 
tinctly stated  to  be  that  the  desertion  from  his  prior  enlistment  was 
a  continuing  offense  which  might  be  committed  from  day  to  day  up  to 
and  including  the  day  on  which  said  term  of  enlistment  expired,  and 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  holding  that  desertion  and  the 
obligation  to  perform  militar}^  service  terminated  with  the  expiration 
of  the  contract  of  enlistment,  is  cited  as  authority  for  the  conclusion 
announced.  Consequently  there  is  no  room  for  doubt  or  question  as 
to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  language,  the  irresistible  and  neces- 
sary implication  from  which  is,  that  if  the  disability  had  been  incurred 
after  the  expiration  of  the  prior  contract  of  enlistment  the  soldier 
would  then  have  been  no  longer  in  desertion  nor  out  of  the  line  of  duty 
because  of  absence  from  his  proper  command  in  desertion,  and  pension 
on  a<rcount  thereof  could  not  ))c  denied  him  upon  the  grounds  sot  forth, 
irrespective  of  the  fact  that  at  the  date  of  his  second  enlistment  he  was 
a  deserter  from  a  prior  term  of  enlistment. 

If  the  Norton  decision  be  interpreted  to  hold,  as  suggested  in  your 
comnmnication,  that  the  pensionable  status  of  a  soldier  depends,  not 
upon  the  fact  that  the  disjibility  for  which  pension  is  claimed  was 
incurred  in  a  second  term  of  service  subsecjuent  to  the  expiration  by 
limitation  of  a  prior  term  of  service  from  which  there  was  no  discharge, 
but  solely  u|K)n  the  fact  that  the  second  contract  of  enlistment  was 
entered  into  subse(iuent  to  the  (expiration  of  the  prior  contract  of 
enlistment,  then  the  language  used  in  said  fourtli  rule  announced  in 
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said  decision  is  irreconcilably  in  conflict  with  itself,  and  the  concluding 
paragraph  of  said  decision  is  a  complete  non  seijuitur.  In  the  fourth 
rule  it  is  stated  that  if  the  disability  for  which  pension  is  claimed — 

waa  incurred  in  tlie  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while  the  claimant  wai?  a 
(ie^orter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  liad  not  terminateil  prior  to  such  reenlist- 
ment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability  was  not  incurred 
in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper  command  in 
violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment. 

It  does  not  seem  to  be  open  to  question  that  in  order  to  bring  a 
given  case  within  this  rule  the  disability  must  have  been  incurred 
while  the  claimant  was  in  a  state  of  desertion  "from  a  prior  enlist- 
ment which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlistment;''  but, 
according  to  the  argument  and  the  authorities  from  which  this  rule 
was  deduced,  he  could  not  be  in  desertion  "from  a  prior  enlistment 
which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlistment"  after  the  expira- 
tion b}^  limitation  of  such  prior  enlistment.  Again,  the  ground  and 
reason  given  in  said  I'ule  for  rejecting  the  claim  is,  that,  l)eing  in 
desertion,  the  disability  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  "  but  while 
the  claimant  wa,s  absent  from  his  pro[>er  conunand  in  violation  of  his 
former  contract  of  enlistment."  This  rule,  however,  is  Imsed  wholly 
upon  the  proposition  that  desertion  and  the  obligation  to  render  mili- 
tary service  terminate  with  the  expiration  of  the  contract  of  enlist- 
ment. How,  then,  could  a  claim  be  rejected  under  this  rule  if  the 
disability  was  not  incurred  in  the  second  service  until  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  prior  service,  and  at  a  time  when,  according  to  the 
indisputable  holding  of  the  decision,  and  the  authorities  therein  cited 
in  support  of  it,  the  claimant  was  neither  in  desertion  from  his  prior 
service  nor  absent  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former 
contract  of  enlistment?  If  the  words,  *' while  the  claimant  was  a 
deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior  to 
such  reenlistment,"  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  because  of  the  fact 
that  at  the  date  of  his  reenlistment  his  former  conti-act  of  enlistment 
was  in  force,  and  he  was  in  a  state  of  desertion,  he  would  still  be  in 
desertion  from  said  prior  service,  and  out  of  the  line  of  duty  because 
of  absence  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former  con- 
tract of  enlistment,  after  the  expiration  of  said  former  contract  of 
enlistment,  and  during  the  whole  time  of  his  second  service  subsequent 
thereto,  then  these  words  would  give  said  rule  a  meaning  not  only 
absolutely  inconsistent  with  the  whole  argument  of  said  de<;ision,  but 
also  irreconcilable  with  the  only  grounds  stated  by  the  rule  itself  for 
the  rejection  of  the  claim. 

It  is  clear  that  said  rule  is,  by  its  tcmis,  wholly  inapplicable  to  a 
case  where  the  disabilitv  was  incurred  in  a  second  term  of  service  after 
the  expiration  by  limitation  of  a  prior  term  of  service  from  which  the 


DEOISIOKS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  369 

claimant  had  deserted,  irrespective  of  the  fact  that  such  prior  service 
had  not  teimiDated  at  the  date  of  reenlistment  in  the  second  service. 
The  concluding  paragraph  of  the  Norton  decision  is  as  follows: 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  should  say  that  Mr.  Norton  having  enlisted  in  the  First 
District  of  Colambia  Cavalry  while  in  desertion  from  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry, 
and  while  he  was  still  a  member  of  that  oiiganizatic»n,  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  as 
a  soldier  when  he  is  all^:ed  to  have  received  the  disability  for  which  pension  is 
claimed,  being  at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry. 

Although  the  first  part  of  said  paragraph,  taken  alone,  would  seem 
to  indicate  that  Norton  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  as  a  soldier  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  incurrence  of  his  disability  for  the  reason  that 
he  had  ''enlisted  in  the  Firet  District  of  Columbia  Cavalry  while  in 
desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  and  white  he  was 
still  a  member  of  that  organization,"  the  reason  given  in  the  latter 
part  of  said  paragraph  for  the  holding  that  he  was  not  in  the  line  of 
duty  when  his  disability  was  incurred  is  plainly  stated  to  be  that  he 
was  "at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry." 
Now,  *'in  view  of  the  foregoing"  discussion  and  argument  in  said 
decision,  it  does  not  follow  by  any  means  that  Norton  was  not  in  the 
line  of  duty  when  his  disability  was  incurred,  solely  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  when  he  enlisted  in  the  First  District  of  Columbia  Cavalry 
he  was  in  desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  and  was 
still  a  member  of  that  organization.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  facts  in 
his  case  are,  as  stated  in  your  communication,  that  his  contract  of 
enlistment  in  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  had  expired  b}'  limita- 
tion prior  to  the  date  upon  which  he  incurred  his  disability,  then  he 
could  not,  "in  view  of  the  foregoing"  holding  and  argument  of  said 
decision,  have  been  "at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massa- 
chusetts Infantry,"  and  the  reason  stated  for  the  decision  rendered 
falls  to  the  ground. 

It  is  impossible  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  decision  in  the  Nor- 
ton case  was  written  upon  the  theor}'^  that  Norton  incurred  his  dis- 
ability prior  to  the  expiration  of  his  contract  of  enlistment  in  the  Ninth 
Massachusetts  Infantry,  and  at  a  time  when  he  was  in  desertion  from 
and  still  a  member  of  said  orgsinization  under  said  contract;  since,  as 
has  been  demonstrated  in  the  foregoing,  the  statements  and  arguments 
advanced  in,  the  conclusion  reached,  and  even  the  judgment  rendered 
by  said  decision  are  utterly  irreconcilable  with  any  other  theory.  It 
is  true,  as  pointed  out  in  3'our  communication,  that  the  facts  in  the 
Norton  case,  as  they  now  appear,  are  similar  to  the  facts  in  the  case  of 
Burns,  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  Norton  did  incur  his  disability 
after  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  enlistment  in  the  Ninth  Massachu- 
setts Infantry;  but,  it  will  be  observed  from  an  examination  of  the 
papers  in  the  Norton  case,  that  this  fact  did  not  affirmatively  appear 
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on  the  face  of  the  reports  of  the  War  Departmfent,  or  from  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  at  the  date  when  said  decision  was  rendered,  and  that 
it  was  only  very  recently,  nearly  three  years  after  the  rendition  of  «aid 
decision,  that  any  evidence  was  filed  in  said  case  which  distinctly  and 
definitely  disclosed  the  length  of  Norton's  first  term  of  service,  or  dis- 
tinctly tended  to  show  that  it  had  expired  by  limitation  prior  to  the 
incurrence  of  his  disabilitv. 

Although  it  might  have  been  discovered  by  investigation  dehors 
the  record  then  in  the  case,  or  have  been  assumed  from  the  date  of 
Norton's  enlistment  in  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry,  that  his  first 
contract  of  enlistment  was  for  a  term  of  service  of  three  years  and 
expired  at  the  end  of  that  period,  the  only  information  on  this  point 
contained  in  the  reportw  of  the  War  Department  or  in  the  evidence 
filed  in  the  case  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  decision  was  the  mere 
statement  of  the  date  of  his  enlistment  in  said  organization  and  the 
date  of  his  desertion  therefrom,  and  there  was  nothing  whatever  to  call 
particular  attention  to  the  fact  that  his  first  contract  of  enlistment 
had  expired  when  his  disability  was  incurred.  It  was  not  until  Ma}' 
1,  1901,  after  the  rendition  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  and 
more  than  three  years  after  the  death  of  Norton,  that  the  Pension 
Bureau  first  called  upon  the  War  Department  for  definite  information 
on  this  subject,  and  it  was  on  May  3,  1901,  in  reply  to  this  inquiry, 
that  the  War  Department,  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  said 
case,  reported  that  Norton's  first  contract  of  enlistment  was  for  a  term 
of  three  years,  and  the  fact  distinctly  and  affirmatively  appeared  from 
the  evidence  in  said  case  that  said  contmct  had  expired  by  limitation 
a  few  days  prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the  disability  for  which  pension 
was  claimed.  If  this  fact  had  been  apparent,  or  had  been  recognized 
as  an  existing  fact  in  the  adjudication  of  Norton's  case  or  at  the  time 
the  decision  was  rendered  therein  on  appeal,  there  would  certainly 
have  been  no  necessity  to  have  called  upon  the  War  Department  at 
this  late  date  to  obtain  definite  and  certain  information  on  the  subject. 

That  the  conclusion  in  the  Norton  decision  was  reached  under  a  mis- 
apprehension of  the  actual  facts  of  the  case,  and  was  based  upon  the 
theory  that  Norton's  first  contract  of  enlistment  was  still  in  force,  and 
he  was  m  desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantrv  at  the  date 
he  incurred  his  disability,  also,  clearly  appears  from  the  fact  that  in 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (10  P.  D.,  55), 
rendered  less  than  six  months  after  the  Norton  decision,  and  by  the 
same  Assistant  Secretary  of  this  Department  who  rendered  the  Norton 
decision,  exactly  the  same  interpretation  was  given  to  the  Norton 
decision  as  is  given  in  the  decision  in  the  c^so  of  Burns.  In  the  case 
of  Sullivan  the  material  facts  arc  precisely  similar  to  those  in  the  case 
of  Burns.  Sullivan  was  shown  to  have  enlisted  a  second  time,  prior 
to  the  expii-ation  of  a  former  contmct  of  enlistment  and  while  in 
desertion  from  another  organization.     His  death  was  alleged  to  have 
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resulted  from  disease  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during  his  second  term 
of  service,  and  the  claim  of  his  widow  for  pension  was  rejected  upon 
the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter  from  his  first  term  of  enlistment. 
In  the  decision  rendered  on  appeal  from  this  action  it  was  ^distinctly 
and  positively  held,  upon  the  basis  and  authority  of  the  holding  in  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Norton,  which  was  therein  cited  and  referred 
to,  that  if  it  should  appear  that  the  soldier  incurred  the  disability 
causing  his  death  during  his  second  service  after  the  expiration  by 
limitation  of  his  first  contract  of  enlistment,  '^he  could  not  be  held  as 
having  been  in  desertion  at  that  time,  but  in  line  of  duty."  And  it 
was  furthermore  stated  therein  that  if  it  should  be  determined  from 
the  evidence  that  Sullivan's  death  was  caused  by  any  "disability  con- 
tracted in  line  of  duty  during  his  second  term  of  military  service  after 
the  legal  explication  of  his  first  term  of  enlistment,  then  his  desertion 
from  said  first  term  of  sen'-ice  would  be  no  bar  to  the  grant  of  pension 
to  his  widow." 

In  Sullivan's  case,  as  was  true  of  the  Norton  case  when  it  was  adju- 
dicated and  decided  on  appeal,  the  reports  of  the  War  Department  and 
the  evidence  failed  to  indicate  the  length  of  the  first  term  of  enlistment, 
or  whether,  or  not,  it  had  expired  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  the 
disability  alleged  as  basis  for  pension,  and,  therefore,  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  soldier  was  shown  to  have 
been  a  deserter  from  his  first  service  was  reversed,  and  the  case  was 
remanded  with  instructions  to  call  upon  the  War  Department  for  defi- 
nite information  upon  this  point,  and  to  readjudicate  the  claim  in 
actrordancc  with  the  above  cited  views,  which  were  declared  to  be  the 
ruling  and  holding  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Norton. 

This  decision  in  the  case  of  Sullivan  amounts,  practically,  to  a  con- 
temporaneous judicial  interpretation  by  this  Department  of  the  deci- 
sion in  the  case  of  Norton,  and  would  seem  to  settle,  beyond  all  cavil 
or  controversy,  what  the  Department  intended  to  hold  in  the  Norton 
case,  and  what  meaning  the  official  who  rendered  said  decision  intended 
to  convey  by  the  language  therein  used. 

The  only  other  ground  upon  which  a  rejection  of  the  claim  of  Burns 
because  of  his  desertion  from  his  first  term  of  enlistment  could  be 
maintained  would  be,  that,  Ixnng  a  deserter  at  the  date  of  his  second 
enlistment,  and  said  second  enlistment  having  been  in  violation  of  the 
Articles  of  War,  his  second  contract  of  enlistment  was  an  illegal  con- 
trai^t,  and  his  second  service  thereunder  was  throughout  an  illegal 
service,  and  he  was  out  of  the  line  of  military  duty  and  could  not 
oc<;upy  a  pensionable  status  at  any  time  during  its  continuance.  This 
particular  phase  of  the  subject  was,  very  naturally,  not  discussed  or 
alluded  to  at  all  in  the  decision  in  Norton's  case  for  the  i*eason  that  it 
had  been  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  previous  decision  in  the  case  of 
George  Lessor  (8  P.  D.,  114),  rendered  March  30, 1896,  and  which  was 
reviewed  at  length,  and  partially  overruled  in  the  Norton  decision,  that 
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it  was  held  by  the  War  Department,  in  a  case  submitted  to  it  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  for  an  opinion  on  this  very  point,  that  the  validity  of 
a  second  term  of  enlistment  while  the  first,  b}^  reason  of  desertion,  is 
yet  unfinished — 

Is  voidable  by  the  ITnited  Stat<?8,  t)iit  not  void,  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  is  valid 
until  avoide<i  by  the  United  States,  ho  that  if  it  be  not  avoided  before  it«  expiration 
it  becomes  a  complete,  legal  term  of  H(»rvice. 

This  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  .second  term  of  military  service, 
entered  upon  while  in  desertion  and  in  violation  of  the  Articles  of 
War,  if  faithfully  performed  and  not  avoided  b}^  the  United  States 
prior  to  its  expiration,  i.s  a  question  of  military  law,  and  peculiarly 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  province  of  the  War  Department  to  decide, 
and  its  decisions  and  holdings  on  such  questions  have  always  been 
considered  binding  and  conclusive  on  this  Department.  This  fact  was 
recognized  in  the  decision  in  Lessor's  case  {mtpra)^  and  the  Depart- 
ment therein  distinctly  abandoned  the  position  that  the  soldier  could 
be  considered  as  out  of  the  line  of  duty  and  not  pensionable  during 
the  whole  period  of  his  second  enlistment,  upon  the  ground  of  the 
illegalit}'  of  his  second  contract  of  enlistment  at  the  date  of  its  incep- 
tion, but  based  its  holding  solely  upon  the  ground  that,  although  the 
second  service  was  not  avoided  b}'  the  United  States  and  became  a 
valid  and  legal  military'  service  upon  its  faithfid  completion  by  the 
soldier,  he  was  still  left  in  the  status  of  a  deserter  from  his  first 
term  of  enlistment  during  his  entire  su})sequent  service,  and  was, 
therefore,  not  pensionable.  It  was  only  this  holding  of  the  Lessor 
decision  that  was  discussed  and  overruled  in  the  decision  in  the  Nor- 
ton case,  and  no  dissent  or  disapproval  was  intimated  or  expressed 
therein  to  the  acceptance  by  the  Lessor  decision  of  the  ruling  of  the 
War  Department  above  cited. 

The  foregoing  ruling  of  the  War  Department  still  expresses,  so  far 
as  this  Department  is  informed,  the  authoritative  and  controlling 
views  of  that  Department  on  this  subject,  and  if  it  be  accepted,  as  it 
must  be,  it  is  utterly  destructive  of  the  position  that  the  claim  of  a 
soldier  could  be  rejected  solely  upon  the  ground  that  his  second  term 
of  service  had  been  entered  upon  at  a  date  prior  to  the  expiration  by 
limitation  of  his  first  contract  of  enlistment  and  when  he  was  in 
desertion  from  another  organization,  and  was,  therefore,  illegal  in  its 
inception,  provided  said  second  term  of  service  was  faithfully  per- 
formed and  completed,  and  never  avoided  ))y  the  United  States. 

Although  it  was  not  necessary  under  the  ruling  in  the  Norton  case 
to  have  done  so,  this  bi-anch  of  the  subject  was  referred  to  in  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  and  the  ruling  of  the  War  Department 
was  cited  and  applied  to  the  facts  of  his  case  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  he  could  not  have  been  held  to  be  out  of  the  line  of  military 
duty  at  the  time  of  incurring  his  disability  for  the  reason  that  his 
second  term  of  service  was  an  illegal  service. 
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In  view  of  these  considerations  the  Department  is  fully  satisfied 
that  the  intei-pretation  given  to  the  Noiion  decision  (supra),  by  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (supra),  and  in  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  to  whi(^h  you  refer,  is  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  said  Norton  decision,  and  correctly  expresses  and  sets 
forth  the  law  governing  such  cases. 

The  Department  therefore  holds,  in  answer  to  the  question  with 
which  your  communication  closes,  that  a  soldier  is  pensionable  if  his 
disability  was  incurred  subsequent  to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  a 
term  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  was  never  dis- 
charged, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  second  contract  of  enlist- 
ment was  entered  into  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  first  term  of 
service,  provided  said  second  term  of  enlistment  bo  faithfully  performed 
and  completed,  and  be  not  avoided  by  the  United  States. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns  will,  therefore,  be  adhered  to,  and 
the  Norton  decision  will  be  interpreted  and  construed  to  hold  as  has 
been  herein  indicated. 


DESERTIOX— IIONOUABI.K  l>IsriIAIUiE-UESTORATIOX. 

Lewis  Rankin. 

It  appearing  from  the  official  rword  of  thin  appellant's  military  service,  and  from 
the  other  evidence  in  the  csae^  that  at  the  date  he  incurre<l  the  disabilities  in 
the  Her\'ice  on  account  of  which  he  wa«  formerly  j>ensioned,  he  wafl  in  desertion 
from  a  prior  tenii  of  service  and  was  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper  com- 
mand without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  restored 
to  the  })ension  mW  under  the  prewnt  nilinp^  and  decisions  of  this  De|>artment. 
See  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  T).,  382),  and  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (10  P.  D., 
oo). 

AiiHiiiUint  Secretary  F.  L.  Caraphll  to  the  Cot  n  mi  as  !<mer  of  Pensions^ 

June  6\  1901. 

Lewis  Rankin,  late  a  private  in  Company  K,  Seventh  Illinois  Vol- 
unteer Infantry;  a  second  lieut(»nant  in  Company  B,  Fifty -sixth  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry;  a  private?  in  Company  1),  One  hundred  and  second 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  G,  Fifty-fourth  Illinois  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  was  on  August  15, 188:^,  allowed  a  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  general  pension  law,  and  was  last  paid  at  the  rate  of 
$14  per  month,  for  shell  wounds  of  left  hand,  aim,  and  side,  and  a 
cicatrix,  result  of  erysipehis  of  right  anu.  On  June  12,  1896,  said 
pensioner  was  after  due  and  legal  notice  dropped  from  the  pension 
roll  and  his  said  pension  teiminatcd,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was 
shown  by  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department  that  he  was  a 
deserter  from  Comimny  B,  Fifty-sixth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry, 

which  chjirorft  of  dpsp.rtion  thi»  Wjir  DonRrtincnt  declined  to  remove. 
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From  the  action  dropping  the  pensioner  from  the  roll,  as  aforesaid, 
an  appeal  was  taken  on  September  13, 1898. 

The  official  record  of  the  appellant's  military  service  during  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  shows  that  he  first  enlisted  under  the  name  of  William 
L.  Rankin  on  April  22,  1861,  as  a  private  in  Companj^  K,  Seventh 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein  until  July  25,  1861  „ 
when  he  was  mustered  out  and  discharged  the  service  with  said  com- 
pany. He  enlisted  a  second  time  under  the  same  name  on  November 
6,  1861,  and  was  enrolled  and  mustered  in  as  a  second  lieutenant  of 
Company  B,  Fifty -sixth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  on  February  27, 
1862,  and  served  therein  as  such  until  August  5, 1862,  when  he  deserted 
and  never  afterwards  returned  to  or  was  discharged  from  said  organi- 
zation. He  enlisted  a  third  time  under  the  name  of  Lewis  Tupper  on 
August  21, 1862,  as  a  private  in  Company  D,  One  hundred  and  second 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry  (while  in  desertion  from,  and  while  still  a 
member  of  Company  B,  Fifty -sixth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry'),  and 
served  therein  until  May  6,  1863,  when  he  was  discharged  therefrom 
on  a  surgeon's  certificate  because  of  disability.  He  enlisted  a  fourth 
time  under  the  name  of  Lewis  Rankin,  and  while  still  in  desertion  from 
his  second  term  of  service,  on  March  29, 1864,  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Fifty-fourth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein  until 
October  15,  1865,  when  he  was  nmstered  out  with  said  company  and 
finally  discharged  the  service. 

On  September  17,  1895,  the  War  Department  reported: 

That  ail  application  for  removal  of  the  charge  of  (lei<ertioii,  and  for  an  honorable 
discharge  in  the  case  of  William  L.  Rankin,  as  of  Company  B,  Fifty-nixth  Illinois 
Infantry  Volunteers,  has  been  denied.  The  ttane  apjKuirs  to  l)e  one  in  which  no 
relief  can  be  afforded  under  existing  law. 

On  February  19,  1890,  the  appellant,  testifying  before  a  special 
examiner,  admitted  under  oath  his  desertion  from  Company  B,  Fifty- 
sixth  Illinois  Volunter  Infantry,  shown  b}'  the  foregoing  official  record, 
as  follows: 

I  was  in  the  Fifty-sixth,  and  I  wanteil  to  resign  and  my  resignation  was  not 
accepted.  I  deserted  and  joine<l  the  One  hundrtnl  and  sec'ond  as  a  private  under 
an  assumed  name. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  fact  of  th(»  appellant's  desertion  from  his 
second  term  of  service  was  in  evidence  in  the  case,  and  fuUv  known 
to  the  officials  of  the  PcMision  Bureau  at  the  date  his  c^laim  for  pension 
was  admitted  and  his  pension  originally  allowed  him,  and  that  said 
pension  had  been  allowed  under  and  in  ac(»ordance  with  the  decisions 
of  this  Department,  and  the  views  and  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau, 
relative  to  the  effect  of  such  desertion  upon  his  pensionable  status, 
then  in  force  and  prevailing;  that  he  had  }>een  dropped  from  the  rolls 
under  and  by  virtue  of  a  decision  rendered  by  a  subsequent  adminis- 
tration of  this  Department,  which  overruled  the  decisions  in  accord- 
ance with  which  his  claim  had  been  admitted,  and  announced  a  different 
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construction  of  the  law,  contrary  to  and  in  violation  of  the  well-settled 
ruling  and  practice  of  the  Department  in  such  cases,  that  where  a 
claim  for  pension  had  been  adjudicated,  and  pension  allowed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  views  and  decisions  of  the  Department  in  force  at  the 
time,  such  adjudication  would  not,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  fraud 
or  mistake,  be  disturbed  or  set  aside  by  a  subsequent  administration 
merely  because  of  a  change  of  view  and  opinion  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  law,  and  therefore  he  should  be  restored  to  the  roll.  This 
argument  is  self -destructive,  however,  in  this  case,  since  the  action 
dropping  the  appellant  from  the  rolls  having  been  taken  under  a 
former  administration,  and  in  accordance  with  a  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  a  construction  of  the  law  then  in  force  and  prevailing,  which 
has  also  since  been  overruled  and  modified,  the  same  reason  could  be 
urged  with  just  as  much  force  against  disturbing  said  action,  as  it  is 
urged  for  restoring  the  appellant  to  the  roll. 

The  real  and  material  question  to  be  considered  and  determined  on 
this  appeal  is,  however,  whether  or  not  this  appellant  would  be  entitled 
tx)  restoration  to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  views  and  decisions 
of  this  Department,  for  it  would  certainly  be  most  inconsistent  in  the 
Department  to  direct  his  restoration  to  the  roll  when,  under  precisely 
similar  facts  and  circumstances,  it  would  affirm  the  rejection  of  a  claim 
for  original  pension  on  the  ground  of  desertion. 

This  appellant  was  dropped  from  the  roll  under  and  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  and  holding  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  George 
Lessor  {8  P.  D.,  114),  rendered  March  30,  1896,  wherein  it  was  held: 

That  a  claimant,  against  whom  there  stands  a  charge  of  deRertion  under  an  enlist- 
ment for  sen'ice  in  the  war  of  the  rel)ellion,  which  charge  the  War  Department 
declines  to  remove,  has  no  title  to  penwon  under  any  existing  law  on  account  of  dis- 
ability incurred  in  said  war,  or  service  j>erformed  therein. 

This  ruling  and  decision  was  subsequently,  however,  partially  over- 
ruled and  very  greatly  modified  by  the  decision  rendered  June  21, 1898, 
in  the  case  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382),  wherein  the  whole  subject 
of  desertion,  in  its  relation  to  and  bearing  upon  pensions  and  claim- 
ants for  pension,  was  thoroughly  and  exhaustively  discussed  and  care- 
fully considered,  and  four  general  propositions  or  rules  were  deduced 
and  laid  down  which  have  since  guided  and  controlled  the  adjudica- 
tion of  clahns  for  pension  in  which  a  charge  of  desertion  appeared 
standing  against  the  claimant. 

The  fourth  one  of  said  loiles,  which  is  the  one  applicable  to  the  facts 
of  the  present  case,  is  as  follows: 

If  the  disability  was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlintment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  such  reenlistment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 
oommand  in  violation  of  his  fonner  contract  of  enlistment. 
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This  appellant  was  mustered  into  bis  second  term  of  seirice  as  a 
commissioned  officer.  His  engagement  and  obligation  to  serve  as 
such  was,  therefore,  binding  on  him  as  long  as  the  organization  in 
which  he  was  commissioned  and  mustered,  the  Fifty-sixth  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry,  was  in  existence,  and  it  would  not  expire  by  legal 
limitation  until  the  muster  out  and  discharge  of  said  I'egiment,  unless 
sooner  terminated  by  his  resignation  or  discharge  for  disability.  The 
official  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  Fifty-sixth  Illi- 
nois Volunteer  Infantry  was  not  mustered  out  of  the  service  until 
August  12, 1866.  Consequently,  the  appellant's  engagement  to  render 
military  service  therein  as  a  commissioned  officer  of  Company  B  of 
that  regiment  did  not  expire  by  legal  limitation  until  that  date.  As 
shown  by  the  official  record  of  his  military  service,  as  well  as  by  his 
own  admission,  he  deserted  from  said  company  and  regiment  on 
August  5,  1862,  and  enlisted  the  third  time  on  August  21,  1862,  and 
the  fourth  time  on  March  29,  1864.  He  was,  therefore,  during  the 
whole  period  of  his  third  enlistment  and  service  in  Company  D, 
One  hundred  and  second  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  during  his 
fourth  enlistment  and  seiTice  in  Company  G,  Fifty-fourth  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry,  up  to  August  12,  1865,  "a  deserter  from  a  prior 
enlistment  which  had  not  tenuinated  prior  to  such  reenlistments,"  and 
was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  but  ''absent  from  his  proper  command  in 
violation  of  his  fonner  contract  of  enlistment." 

The  disabilities  for  which  the  appellant  was  formerly  pensioned 
were  alleged  and  proved  by  him  to  have  been  incurred  during  his 
fourth  and  last  term  of  enlistment,  while  serving  in  Company  G, 
Fifty-fourth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  all  during  the  month  of 
August,  1864r.  Hence  they  were  incurred  while  this  appellant  was  a 
deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  his 
reenlistments,  and  were  not  incurred  by  him  in  line  of  duty,  but  while 
he  was  absent  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former 
contract  of  enlistment.  It  is  manifest  that  the  facts  in  the  appellants 
case  bring  it  squarely  and  within  the  above-cited  fourth  rule  laid  down 
in  the  Norton  decision  (supra),  and  that  in  accordance  with  said  rule 
a  claim  for  pension  based  upon  said  disabilities  would  bo  rejected  upon 
the  ground  that  they  were  not  incuiTcd  in  line  of  duty  and  not  pen- 
sionable. Therefore,  he  could  not  now  be  restored  to  the  roll  on 
account  of  disabilities  thus  incurred,  smce  it  is  evident,  in  view  of  the 
present  decisions  of  the  Department,  he  was  improperly  and  errone- 
ously pensioned  therefor  in  the  first  instance. 

The  action  dropping  the  appellant  from  the  rolls  is,  therefore,  hereby 
affirmed,  and  restoration  of  the  pension  he  was  formerly  receiving  is 
denied  him  for  the  reasons  herein  set  forth. 
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BBSERTKI)  AVrFK-ACT  MAUC'II  JJ,  1  HOB— KV^DBNCB. 

Mary  A.  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery. 

The  word  daaertion  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  umnl  in  ittj  general  legal  sense 
and  meana  the  willful  withdrawal  of  the  |)ensioner  from  his  w  ife,  or  his  voluntary 
refusal  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabitation ,  without  legal  justification.  Rothery  v. 
Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77);  Richards  r.  Richards  (ibid.,  90);  Henry  N.  Rothery 
(ibid.,  255). 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  pensioner  did  not  willfully  desert  claimant,  but 
that  his  separation  from  his  wife  is  due  to  her  own  conduct  toward  him,  and  is  in 
accordance  with  her  wish. 

A,8sistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Cominifmoner  of  Pensions^ 

June  8,  1901. 

Mrs.  Mary  Ann  Rothery,  wife  of  Henry  N.  Rothery,  late  private, 
Company  D,  Fifth  United  States  Artillery,  and  a  pensioner  under  cer- 
tificate No.  369464,  appealed  April  26,  1901,  from  the  Bureau  action 
of  April  6,  1901,  rejecting  her  deserted  wife's  claim,  filed  November 
2,  1000,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  on  the  gi-ound  that — 

pensioner  did  not  willfully  def^rt  claimant,  but  8ex)aration  in  due  to  her  own  conduct 
toward  him,  and  is  in  ac(Tordance  with  her  wish. 

The  evidence  filed  in  support  of  her  said  application  does  not  mate- 
rially change  the  facts  as  to  the  alleged  desertion  as  disclosed  by  the 
testimony  in  the  special  examination  of  July,  1899,  which  was  care- 
fully considered  by  this  Department  in  a  former  appeal,  September 
5,  1900.     (See  11  P.  D.,  77.) 

Claimant  testified  in  an  affidavit  Februaiy  15,  1901,  filed  in  support 
of  her  said  application  of  November  2,  1900,  that  since  her  husband 
deserted  her  in  1890  she  had  never  received  any  offer  to  resume  marital 
relations,  which  she  regarded  as  bona  fide;  that  after  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  had  awarded  her  one-half  his  pension  in  1899  her  husband 
came  to  her  door  early  one  morning  and  told  a  neighbor  to  listen  to 
what  she  would  say,  but  that  she  declined  to  stay,  and  that  she  (affiant) 
shut  the  door  and  he  (pensioner)  said  nothing  to  her;  that  she  had  been 
informed  that  he  had  made  threats  against  her  life,  and  was  afraid  to 
be  alone  with  him.     She  further  testified  as  follows: 

In  September,  1899,  after  a  penflion  payment,  he  again  came  to  Hee  me,  and  had  a 
witness,  one  Roseer,  whose  affidavit  iH  among  the  papers  in  the  cai<e,  and  he  then 
auked  me  if  I  did  not  know  that  I  wan  his  lawful  wife,  and  I  again  shut  the  door, 
and  he  went  away;  that  8ul)sc*quently  the  wife  of  the  said  RoK^er  visited  me,  she 
having  also  an  affidavit  in  the  case,  and  while  she  was  there  my  husband  («me  to 
the  door  and  asked  me  if  I  was  going  to  live  with  him,  and  I  again  shut  the  door, 
and  he  went  away. 

Claimant  fails  to  state  who  informed  her  that  her  husband  had  made 
threats  against  her  life,  and  no  witness  has  testified  that  he  had  made 
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any  such  threats  as  alleged,  nor  is  it  shown  that  she  had  any  sufficient 
reason  to  fear  her  husband  or  regard  his  offers  to  renew  their  sus- 
pended cohabitation  as  not  made  in  good  faith. 

Pensioner  testified  in  an  affidavit  January  4,  1901,  as  follows: 

From  September  11, 1890,  to  the  present  time,  I  liave  been  to  my  wife's  house,  at 
511  F  street;  on  Eleventh  street;  on  Sixth  street;  and  again  at  800  Sixth  stret*t  N\V., 
where  she  now  resides,  with  the  intenti(mof  seeing  my  wife,  and,  if  fiossible,  arrang- 
ing so  that  we  might  Hve  together,  but  upon  all  such  oceat^ions  she  has  not  only 
refused  me  audience  with  her,  but  has  absolutely  shut  the  door  ui  my  face,  and  refused 
me  admission  into  the  house  or  to  see  me  in  relation  thereto. 

Upon  seeing  lier  upon  all  such  occiisions  I  spoke  to  her  in  a  friendly  tone,  but  she 
would  not  talk  with  me,  and  upon  every  occasion  that  I  liave  gotten  from  her  an 
expression  in  relation  to  our  domastitr  affairs,  she  has  always  advised  me,  personally 
and  through  my  children,  that  under  no  circumstances  whatever  would  she  live  with 
me,  and  that  I  must  not  come  to  her  house  where  she  was,  and  if  I  did  st>  she  would 
have  me  arrested. 

I  have  always  tried  to  be  friendly  with  my  wife,  Iwcause  I  felt  that  her  heart  would 
relent,  and  she  might  discover  her  mistakes  and  errors  and  return  to  me,  but  she  lias 
never  manifested  any  such  purpose  or  intention. 

That  in  1894  and  1895,  when  I  had  an  operation  performed  on  the  wouml  in  my 
head,  and  the  four  times  in  hospital,  my  wife  never  visited  me,  or  M'rote  to  me,  or  in 
any  way  showed  any  wifely  solicitude  toward  me,  but  has  often  threatened  me  with 
the  police,  and  sent  me  messages  to  the  effect  that  if  I  did  not  keep  away  from  her 
house  she  would  have  me  arrested. 

This  has  been  her  course,  continued  for  now  over  eleven  years.    *    »    * 

That  he  does  not  and  never  did  contemplate  abandoning  and  deserting  his  wife, 
but  is  now  and  has  always  been  at  all  times  abundantly  willing  to  live  wath  her  and 
provide  for  her  to  the  be^st  of  his  ability,  but  on  the  contrary  she  willfully  deserted 
and  abandoned  him  herself  years  ago,  as  hereinlxjf ore  stated,  and  engagtnl  in  her  own 
business  of  dressmaking,  and  insisted  upon  being  and  living  away  from  and  independ- 
ent of  him. 

The  attorney  for  claimant  has  filed  a  cop\^  of  a  bill  for  divorce  by 
pensioner,  which  he  testified  was  dismissed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  equity,  October  11,  1900,  after  issue  joined 
and  testimony  by  the  parties  submitted. 

The  evident  inference  sought  to  bo  dmwn  from  said  facts  is  that  the 
court  having  denied  j^ensioner's  application  for  divorce  based  on  cru- 
elty and  desertion  on  the  part  of  claimant,  that  therefore  she  did  not 
desert  him.  Such  an  inference  is  not  warranted.  The  bill  shows  upon 
its  face  that  the  object  of  the  divorce  was  to  prevent  claimant  from 
annoying  hhn  in  the  matter  of  his  pension,  and  the  court,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  might  well  have  considered  in  a  case 
where  the  evidence  was  evenly  balanced  that  the  relief  sought  should 
be  denied;  in  fact,  such  would  be  its  plain  dutv,  as  the  buixlen  of  proof 
was  upon  the  complainant. 

So,  also,  as  stilted  by  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce: 

One  party  to  a  marriage  is  justified  in  leavhig  the  other  *  *  ♦  by  such  con- 
duct on  the  i>art  of  the  other  as  is  cruel,  outrageous,  though  not  amounting  to  cause 
for  divorce. 
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In  this  case  the  burden  of  proof  rests  with  the  claimant  to  establish 
the  desertion  of  her  husband,  and  this  she  has  failed  to  do. 

Even  if  her  husband  in  the  first  of  their  separation  abandoned  her 
without  legal  justification,  this  would  not  justify  a  continued  refusal 
on  her  part  to  resume  the  suspended  cohabitation  when  her  husband 
offered  in  good  faith  to  resume  their  marital  relations.  Such  refusal 
on  her  part  constitutes  her  the  deserter.  Stewart  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  paragraphs  255-256,  briefly  states  the  law  on  this  subjex^t,  as 
follows: 

The  one  who  has  the  intent  to  desert,  whether  it  be  the  one  who  leaves  the  inatri- 
monial  home  or  not,  is  the  one  who  deserts  (citing  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce, 
ptaragraph  787). 

Thus  if  a  man  without  justification  makes  his  wife  unwillingly  leave  him  *  *  * 
he  deserts  her.  So  if  the  wife  drives  the  husband  away.  So  if  the  husband  refuses 
to  receive  his  wife  who  has  left  him  without  justification,  or  a  wife  her  husband.  So 
if  they  have  been  separated  for  cause  and  the  cause  is  removed,  but  one  of  them 
declined  to  renew  the  cohabitation,  such  one  is  the  deserter. 

So  an  unconditional  and  bone  fide  offer  to  renew  cohabitation,  made  by  the  desert- 
ing party  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  necessary  to  render  it  a  cause  for  divorce, 
throws  the  responsibility  for  the  continuance  of  the  separation  on  the  other  party. 

8e|>aration  by  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  is  not  desertion  in  either.  But  either 
party  may  revoke  such  consent,  and  if  the  other  party  refuses  to  renew  cohabitation 
it  is  desertion  on  the  part  of  such  latter  party. 

Claimant  when  asked  by  the  special  examiner,  in  her  former  claim, 
whether  her  husband  had  ever  asked  her  to  live  with  him,  replied,  "I 
have  never  given  him  a  chance."  See  Rothery  v,  Rothery  (11  P.  D., 
77). 

Iler  own  aflSidavit  in  this  case,  heretofore  referred  to,  indicates  that 
she  has  not  changed  her  intent  or  conduct  in  this  regard,  and  her  con- 
tinued refusal  to  entertjiin  his  offers  of  reconciliation  hardly  justifies 
her  in  charging  bad  faith  on  his  part. 

Without  further  comment  upon  the  voluminous  testimony  filed  in  a 
former  claim,  all  of  which  was  duly  considered  at  the  time  of  the 
former  departmental  decision  of  September  5,  1900,  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  the  word  *' desert"  in  the  act  of  March  3,  181)9,  is  used  in  its 
general  legal  sense  and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  the  pensioner 
from  his  wife  or  his  voluntary  refusal  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabita- 
tion, without  legal  justification.  Richards  r.  Richards  (11  P.  D.,  90); 
Henry  N.  Rothery  (il)id.,  255). 

The  Department  is  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  the 
case  shows  that  the  pensioner  did  not  willfully  desert  claimant,  but 
that  his  separation  from  his  wife  is  due  to  her  own  conduct  toward 
him  and  is  in  accordance  with  her  wish,  and  the  action  appealed  from 
is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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inc'keask  act  of  .lanuauy  5,  189jj— commkncrement. 

Robert  Markwood. 

The  increase  of  pennion  provided  by  the  act  of  January  6,  1893,  for  survivors  of  the 
Mexican  war  who  have  been  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Janu- 
ary' 29, 1887,  or  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  should  be  made  to  commence  from  the 
date,  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  granting  said  increase,  at 
which  it  shall  have  l)een  established  by  the  proof  that  the  conditions  of  disability 
and  destitution  existed  which  are  designated  in  said  act  as  entitling  such  pen- 
sioners to  the  increase  of  pension  therein  provided. 

The  decisions  of  this  Department  of  May  19,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Collins,  alias  Cross- 
weight  (L.  B.  125,  p.  82) ;  June  8,  1894,  in  the  c«se  of  Harmon  (L.  B.  129,  p.  7) ; 
September  13,  1895,  in  the  case  of  Hope  (L.  B.  182,  p.  400);  and  May  7, 1898,  in 
the  case  of  Levan  (9  P.  D.,  322),  and  all  similar  decisions  and  holdings  are 
hereby  overruled  and  set  aside,  and  Onier  No.  231  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions is  disapprove*!  and  abrogate<l. 

AssiMavt  SecreUiry  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Cominissioner  of  Pensi^nn^. 

June  8,  1901, 

Robert  Markwood,  late  a  private  in  Company  A,  Powell's  Battalion, 
Missouri  Mounted  Volunteers,  Mexican  war,  was  on  September  17, 
1892,  allowed  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  January 
29,  1887,  and  March  3,  1891,  as  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  ¥rar,  at 
the  i*ate  of  $8  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  last- 
named  act. 

On  July  (),  1893,  said  pensioner  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  an 
application  for  the  increjise  of  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January 
5,  1893,  whi(^h  was  rejected  on  September  15,  1893,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  members  of  the  organization  to  which  the  pensioner  l>elonged, 
and  in  which  his  militaiy  service  was  rendered  during  the  Mexican 
war,  were  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  said  act,  its  provisions  being 
applicable  only  to  such  pensioners  as  were  on  the  rolls  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  at  the  date  of  its  approval. 

Subsequently,  on  April  3, 1897,  the  pensioner  filed  a  second  applica- 
tion for  said  increjise  of  pension,  which  was  admitted  on  Februarj'  25, 
1898,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  and  ruling  of  this  Department 
in  the  ciise  of  Zachariah  Winkler  (9  P.  D.,  172),  and  on  March  3, 1898, 
his  pension  was  increased  to  $12  per  month,  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
January  5,  1893,  from  February  17,  1898,  the  date  upon  which  said 
application  for  increase  of  pension  had  been  approved  for  admission 
by  the  board  of  review  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  in  accordance  with 
Order  No.  231  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

From  this  action,  commencing  the  increase  of  pension  allowed  the 
pensioner  from  the  date  on  which  his  application  for  such  increase  ^'as 
approved  for  admission  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  the  present  appeal  wa:^ 
taken  on  SeptAnaber  22,  1898. 
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Under  his  first  application  for  the  increase  of  pension  provided  by 
the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  which  was  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on 
July  6,  1893,  the  appellant  was  examined  by  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons  on  August  18, 1893,  and  it  is  contended  in  the  present  appeal 
that  the  increased  rate  of  pension  allowed  him  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act  should  have  l)een  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  said  medical  examination,  which  established  the  existence  of 
the  physical  condition  which  entitled  him  to  receive  said  increased  i-ate 
of  pension,  as  is  provided  by  law  in  the  case  of  increase  of  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  instead  of  from  the  date 
of  the  approval  for  admission  by  the  board  of  review  of  the  Pension 
Bureau  of  his  application  for  said  increased  rating. 

The  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  fixmg  the  date  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  increased  rating  allowed  this  pensioner  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January  5, 1893,  from  w^hich  this  appeal  is  taken, 
followed,  and  was  taken  in  accordance  with  the  holding  and  ruling 
announced  in  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  cases  of  Collins, 
alias  Crossweight,  decided  May  19,  1894  (L.  B.  125,  p.  82);  Hannon, 
decided  June  8,  1894  (L.  B.  129,  p.  7);  Hope,  decided  September  13, 
1895  (L.  B.  182,  p.  400);  and  Levan,  decided  May  7,  1898  (9  P.  D., 
322),  and  with  Order  No.  231  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
promulgated  July  6,  1893. 

Reference  to  the  decisions  above  cited  discloses  that  they  are   all 

affirmative  of  said  Order  No.  231,  which  is  as  follows: 

•> 

Ordkr  No.  2:U. 

The  date  of  commeiicenieiit  in  Mexii^an  war  daiuiH  for  increase  under  tlie  at*t  of 
January  5,  1893,  shall  in  each  claim  be  the  day  on  which  the  vatte  is  legally  approved 
for  admiseion  by  the  board  of  review. 

The  question  raised  and  presented  for  consideration  by  this  appeal 
is,  then,  as  to  the  propriety,  correctness,  and  legality  of  said  Order 
No.  231,  and  of  the  decisions  of  this  Department  sustaining  and 
approving  the  same. 

The  act  of  January  5,  1893,  reads  as  follows: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereliy,  authorized  to  increase  the 
pension  of  every  pensioner  who  is  now  on  the  rolls  at  eight  dollars  per  month  on 
account  of  services  in  the  Mexican  war  and  who  is  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor, 
and  is  in  such  destitute  circumstances  that  eight  dollars  per  month  are  insufficient  to 
provide  him  the  necessaries  of  life,  to  twelve  dollars  per  month. 

It  will  be  readily  perceived  that,  by  its  express  terms,  this  act  relates 
exclusively  to  pensioners  who  have  been  allowed  the  service  pension 
granted  to  the  survivors  of  the  Mexican  war  by  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887.  It  affects  no  other  kind  of  pensions,  and 
refers  to  no  other  class  of  soldiers  or  persons,  and  is  simply  a  corrol- 
lary  to  said  last-mentioned  act,  increasing  the  i-ating  under  certain 
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circumstances  and  upon  certain  conditions  therein  expressly  defined 
of  those  who  have  title  and  who  are  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  January  29,  1887;  it  clearly  and  plainly  recites  that  those 
who  are  on  the  rolls  under  that  act  shall  receive  $12  per  month  instead 
of  9S  per  month,  provided  certain  conditions  precedent  are  established. 
The  act  of  March  3,  1891,  under  which  this  appellant  was  pensioned, 
merely  gave  to  survivors  of  Powell's  Battalion  of  Missouri  Mounted 
Volunteers  a  pensionable  status  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887,  and  entitled  them  to  receive  the  increased  rate  of 
pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  under  the  same  con- 
ditions, limitations,  and  regulations  as  in  the  case  of  other  Mexican 
war  survivors  who  were  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887.  See  decision  in  the  case  of  Zachariah  Winkler 
(supra). 

The  act  of  January  5,  1893,  is  in  no  sense  a  "special  act/'  ai>  that 
term  is  used  and  known  in  pension  legislation,  but  is  a  component 
part  and  parcel  of  the  general  legislation  by  Congress  pertaining  to, 
and  granting  service  pensions  to  survivors  of  the  Mexican  war,  and  is 
to  be  construed  in  pari  materia  with,  and  in  the  light  of  the  pen.sion 
laws  governing  the  grant  of  such  pensions  to  that  class  of  soldiers. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  terms  of  the  act  are  silent  as  to  the  date 
when  the  increase  of  pension  therein  provided  shall  commence,  but 
this  fact  becomes  of  but  little  importance,  if  not  wholly  immateriaU 
when  it  is  taken  into  consideration  that  the  act  itself  is  but  an  adden- 
dum, so  to  speak,  to  the  act  of  January  29,  1887. 

It  is  one  of  the  best  settled  and  most  familiar  rules  of  interpretation 
atid  construction  of  statutes  that  all  laws  which  relate  to  the '  .stiiiie 
subject-matter,  having  in  view  but  one  object  relative  to  a  certain 
designated  and  defined  class  of  individuals,  although  such  laws  may 
have  been  enacted  at  different  times  and  under  different  and  diverse 
circumstances,  and  separated  even  by  long  intervals  of  time,  are  in 
pari  materia,  and  are  to  be  considered  and  construed  together,  a:? 
though  they  constituted  but  one  act.  A  long  line  of  authorities  is 
cited  in  support  of  this  proposition  by  Mr.  Sutherland  in  his  work  on 
Statutory  Construction,  and  the  soundness  of  the  principle  does  not 
admit  of  doubt.     (Sutherland  on  Stat.  Constr.,  sees.  283-288.) 

Moreover,  as  to  this  particular  phase  of  the  subject  we  may,  if  in 
doubt,  take  into  consideration  the  title  of  the  act  in  question,  in  so  far 
at  least  as  it  may  shed  light  upon  the  general  scope  of  the  law  which 
follows:  Sutherland  on  Stat.  Constr.,  sec.  211.  The  title  of  the  act 
of  January  5,  1893,  is:  "An  act  granting  increase  of  pension  to  sol- 
diers of  the  Mexican  war  in  certain  cases."  It  is  clear,  reading  this 
title  in  connection  with  the  body  of  the  act,  which  refers  exclusivelv 
to  those  soldiers  who  are  on  the  pension  rolls  at  ^8  per  month  for 
services  in  the  Mexican  war,  together  with  the  fact  that  such  indi- 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  883 

viduals  are  enibi-aced  by  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  by  that  act 
only,  that  the  rule  just  quoted  is  directly  applicable,  and  that  the  act 
of  January  5,  1893,  must  be  considered  and  construed  in  pari  materia 
with  the  act  of  January  29,  1887. 

The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  which  is  the  parent  act  granting  serv- 
ice pensions  to  Mexican  war  survivors,  provides  (sec.  2)  that  pensions 
thereunder  shall  be  paid  ''  only  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act." 
This  is  plainly  a  limitation  of  commencement,  and  provides  that  the 
act  shall  not  be  retrospective,  in  that  no  pension  granted  thereunder 
8hall  commence  prior  to  the  date  of  the  act.  Upon  reading  the  entire 
act  it  will  be  seen  that  one  of  the  conditions  precedent  prescribed  by 
this  statute  may,  in  some  cases,  be  present  at  the  date  of  the  passage 
of  the  act,  to  wit,  the  age  limit  of  02  years.  Therefore  when  a  claim- 
ant shows  that  on  the  29th  day  of  January",  1887,  he  had  reached  that 
age,  it  has  ])cen  the  custom  of  the  Pension  Bureau  to  commence  his 
pension  from  the  date  of  the  act.  So,  likewise,  as  to  the  other  condi- 
tions precedent  of  pensionable  title,  when  the  proof  shows  that  at  a 
certain  date  a  claimant  has  a  pensionable  status  and  condition  his  pen- 
sion should  commence  from  that  date;  not,  however,  antedating  the 
act  itself. 

As  a  genei"al  rule,  the  pension  laws  prescribe  a  definite  date  for  the 
commencement  of  pension,  which  is,  in  most  instances,  the  date  of 
filing  the  application;  but  such  commencement  is  always  subservient 
to  the  fact  that  the  claimant  shall  have  established  by  proof  that,  at 
the  date  of  the  filing,  his  case  met  and  fulfilled  all  the  conditions  of 
pensionable  title  under  the  law,  the  real  ([uestion  to  be  decided  in  all 
cases  being,  at  what  datt*>  was  the  claimant  shown  to  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute  i  Recitals  in  statutes,  however,  that  pension  shall 
commence  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  are  terms  of 
limitation,  and  this  Department  has  no  right  or  authority  to  introduce 
such  a  limitation  into  an  act  by  construction,  unless  the  terms  of  the 
act,  either  express  or  implied,  warrant  such  a  procedure.  We  have 
seen  that  there  is  no  such  authority,  express  or  implied,  in  either  the 
act  of  January  5,  1898,  or  in  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and,  such 
being  the  fact,  the  principle  and  rule  which  determines  the  date  of 
commencement  of  pension  under  the  last-mentioned  act  nmst  be  fol- 
lowed in  fixing  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  incrcjase  of  such 
jx*nsion  under  the  act  in  question;  for  "  where  a  statute  is  made  in 
addition  to  another  statute  on  the  same  subject,  without  repealing 
any  part  of  it,  provisions  of  l)oth  must  be  construed  togethei." 
(Sutherland  on  Stat.  Constr.,  sec.  288.) 

Order  No.  231  was  promulgated  on  July  G,  1893,  has  been  in  force 
ever  since,  and  has  heretofore  received  the  approval  of  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  decisions  hereinbefore  referred  to,  but  the  Department  is 
now  convinced,  after  mature  deliberation,  that  said  order  is  not  based 
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upon  sound  principles.  Every  i*ule  of  law  or  rule  of  practice  for  the 
adjudication  of  legal  rights  is  supposed  to  be  founded  upon  some  ade- 
quate reason  for  its  existence.  Instances  can  be  found  where  pension 
has  been  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  last  paper 
requisite  to  establish  the  claim,  but  this  was  by  authority  of  the 
statute  (sec.  4713,  Rev.  Stat.)  governing  the  adjudication  of  ori^nal 
claims  for  pension  based  upon  pensionable  causes  occurring  in  the  serv- 
ice prior  to  March  4,  1861,  and  for  a  definite  reason  therein  set  forth. 
Instance.s  can  be  found  where  the  title  to  pension  begins  from  the 
happening  of  a  certain  event  or  contingency,  but  all  these  refer  to 
the  commencement  of  original  pensions  and  reveal  a  tenable  and  satis- 
factory reason  therefor,  such  as  death,  remarriage,  or  forfeitui-e  of 
pensionable  rights,  to  support  a  shifting  title;  but,  so  far  as  can  lie 
discovered,  not  a  solitary  reason  has  ever  been  given,  either  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  or  by  this  Deimrtment,  in  the  decisions  hereinbefore 
cited  affii*ming  Order  No.  231,  for  the  existence  of  the  loile  of  pnictice 
therein  announced. 

It  often  happens,  in  fact  it  is  the  general  ruie,  in  the  adjudication 
of  pension  claims  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  that  a  considerable  period  of 
time  elapses  between  the  date  when  the  evidence  is  all  filed  in  a  claim 
and  the  date  when  the  chiim  is  finally  passed  upon  and  adjudicated. 
This  condition  of  affairs  is  absolute!}'  unavoidable  on  account  of  the 
volume  of  business  ti'ansacted,  but  if  the  evidence  on  file  establishes 
the  claim  the  Department  knows  of  no  sound  reiuson  or  principle  by 
which  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension  must  be  deferred  until 
the  evidence  can  be  acted  upon.  Such  a  mode  of  procedure  sceiiLs  to 
be  most  inequitable  and  unjust.  It  is  through  no  fault  or  neglect  of 
the  claimant  that  the  press  of  business  or  the  lack  of  an  adequate  force 
in  the  Pension  Bureau  hinders  an  immediate  adjudication  of  his  claim, 
and  certainly  he  should  not  be  deprived  of  what  is  subsequently  con- 
ceded to  be  justly  his  due  simply  because  the  adjudicating  oflScei">i  of 
the  Government  fail  to  pass  uj)on  the  evidence  in  his  case  until  a  later 
date.  Even  in  a  court  of  law,  under  the  strictest  and  most  technical 
rules  of  practice,  one  practically  obtains  judgment  as  of  the  date  that 
he  pi'oved  his  right  to  exist. 

It  would  appear,  without  discussion,  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  pix>- 
hibitory  statutory  provision,  one  would,  necessarily,  be  entitled  to  the 
emoluments  and  benefits  of  a  conceded  legal  right  from  the  date  at 
which  it  is  established  by  proof  that  he  was  entitled  to  such  emolu- 
ments and  benefits. 

In  this  connection  the  whole  body  of  jiension  legislation  has  been 
carefully  reviewed  and,  so  far  as  can  be  discovered,  every  act  making 
provision  for  pension,  or  increase  of  pension,  save  the  act  of  January 
5,  1893,  has  prescribed  the  time  of  commencement  of  such  pension,  or 
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increase,  nor  has  the  Department  been  able  to  find,  nor  is  a  singlo 
instance  known  where  Congress  has  permitted  the  date  of  commence^ 
ment  of  a  pension,  under  any  law,  to  be  fixed  in  the  discretion  of  an 
Executive  Department;  neither  does  the  Department  know  of  any  law, 
except  the  one  under  discussion,  which  has  ever  been  constnied  by 
this  Department  to  require  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  benefits 
therein  provided  to  be  fixed  on  the  date  on  which  the  claim  thereunder 
^was  finally  adjudicated  by  the  Pension  Bureau. 

In  every  other  instance  in  which  an  increase  of  an  existing  pension 
has  been  provided  by  law  the  commencement  of  such  increased  i-ating 
has  been  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  act  granting  such  increase,  either 
from  the  date  of  the  act  or  from  the  date  subsequent  thereto,  upon 
Tvhich  the  prescribed  conditions  entitling  to  such  increase  are  shown 
to  exist;  generally  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  a  medical  exami- 
nation, made  under  an  application  for  such  increased  rating,  establish- 
ing the  existence  of  the  physical  conditions  which  entitle  the  pensioner 
to  the  benefits  of  the  act.  And  in  the  case  of  the  original  gi-ant  of 
pensions,  where  an  arbitrary  date,  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  act 
g'ranting  the  pension,  has  been  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  for  the 
commencement  of  the  pension,  such  provisions  of  the  law  have  invari- 
ably been  in  the  nature  of  statutes  of  limitation,  solely  for  the  puipose 
of  cutting  off  arrears  of  pension. 

The  rule  of  practice  promulgated  by  Order  No.  231  is  therefore 
not  only  arbitrary  and  unreasonable,  but  it  is  an  anomaly  in  the  admin- 
istration of  the  pension  laws,  and  a  marked  and  I'adical  exception  to 
the  practice  that  has  always  obtained  in  the  Pension  Bureau;  and  it 
is  diflScult  to  conceive  why  it  should  have  been  invoked  as  against  the 
interests  of  this  venerable  and  most  meritorious  class  of  pensioners, 
whose  title  to  the  increase  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893, 
depends  upon  conditions  and  limitations  more  harsh,  onerous,  and 
exacting  than  those  prescribed  by  any  other  pension  law  now  standing 
on  the  statute  books.  It  is  by  no  means  an  infrequent  occurrence 
that,  by  reason  of  technicalities,  errors,  and  misunderstandings,  years 
elapse  before  a  claim  is  finally  passed  upon  and  admitted  by  the  board 
of  review.  Would  it  not  be  most  unreasonable  and  inequitable  that  a 
claimant  should  be  deprived  of  the  benefits  and  emoluments  which  he 
has  proved,  under  conditions  so  rigorous,  he  was  entitled  to  at  a  cer- 
tain date  because,  by  reason  of  certain  technicalities,  errors,  pro- 
cedure, and  practice  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  his  claim  has  not  been 
taken  up,  considered,  and  disposed  of  by  the  Government?  From  the 
filing  of  an  application  until  a  claim  for  pension  is  finally'  adjudicated 
it  passes  through  many  hands,  must  be  scrutinized  and  considered  by 
many  different  individuals,  and,  necessarily,  nmch  time  is  consumed, 
and  it  would  therefore  be  manifestly  and  palpably  uujust  to  make  the 
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commencement  of  a  pension,  or  an  increase  of  pension,  dependent 
upon  the  practice  and  procedure  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  unless  the 
intent  of  Congress  to  that  effect  was  clearly  and  unmistakably 
apparent.  . 

Three  conditions  precedent  are  recited  in  the  act  of  January  5,  1893: 
First,  claimant  must  be  on  the  rolls  as  a  pensioner  at  $8  per  month, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  on  account  of 
services  in  the  Mexican  war;  second,  he  must  be  wholly-  disabled  for 
manual  labor;  third,  he  must  be  in  such  destitute  circumstances  that 
$8  per  month  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  him  with  the  necessaries  of 
life.     The  act  does  not  expressly  indicate  the  date  when  the  increase 
of  pension  therein  provided  shall  commence,  but  it  does  necessarily 
imply  that  any  such  pensioners  on  the  roll  who  meet  the  foregoing 
conditions  of  the  act  at  the  date  of  ite  passage  shall  l)c  entitled   to 
receive  its  benefits  from  that  date,  January  5,  1893.     In  anj^  cases  in 
which  prospective  benefit  under  said  act  is  sought,  not  being  eligible 
on  the  date  of  its  passage,  no  fixed  rule  is  prescribed,  but  obviously 
the  commencement  of  the  increase  can  not  antedate  the  time  when 
such  claimants  are  shown  to  be  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor  and 
in  such  destitute  circumstances  that  $8  per  month  is  insufficient  to  pro- 
vide the  necessaries  of  life.     These  conditions  necessarily  require  the 
presentation  of  evidence  to  establish  these  facts,  and  an  adjudication 
thereon.     The  act  does  not  provide,  nor  does  it  by  any  fair  or  legiti- 
mate construction  of  its  terms  imply,  that  the  increased  I'ating  therein 
provided  shall  be  paid  from  the  time  when  the  legal  reviewer  in  the 
Pension  Bureau,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  or  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  shall  become  convinced  of  the  truth  of  the  factis  alleged, 
but  in  plain  terms  merely  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
pay  $12  per  month  instead  of  $8  per  month  to  such  pensioners  on  the 
roll  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  etc.,  as  meet  the  conditions  of 
the  act.     Its  plain  and  obvious  meaning  and  intent  is  that  from  the 
time  when  the  conditions  exist,  subsequent  to  its  passage,  the  increased 
rating  shall  be  paid. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  increase  of  pension  under  this  act 
depends  upon  a  condition  to  be  ascertained  and  determined,  just  as  is 
the  case  with  increase  claims  under  the  general  pension  law,  wh}^  should 
not  the  same  rule  mutually  apply,  viz,  that  the  increase  shall  com- 
mence, not  from  the  date  of  adjudication,  but  from  the  date  when  the 
neccssaiy  evidence  shows  the  conditions  of  title  to  exist? 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  considerations  the  Department  is  firmly  of 
the  opinion  that  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  should  be  considered  and 
treated  in  pari  materia  with  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  that  the 
date  of  commencement  of  the  increased  rate  of  pension  therein  pro- 
vided should  be  the  date  at  which  the  proof  shows  that  the  claimant 
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had  met  and  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  thereunder, 
not,  however,  in  any  case  antedating  January  5,  1898. 

If  the  proof  shows  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  to  exist  at  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  then  the  increase  should  commence 
from  January  5,  1893.  Obviously,  however,  it  is  necessary,  for  the 
practical  administration  of  this  act  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  that  some 
definite  date  should  be  fixed  for  the  commencement  of  the  increased 
rate  in  those  cases  where  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  are  shown 
to  have  fii*st  existed  at  some  period  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the 
SLct.  The  requirement  that  the  pensioner  thereunder  shall  be  wholly 
disabled  for  manual  labor,  referring  to  the  physical  condition  of  the 
claimant,  a  medical  examination  is  necessarily  required  to  determine 
and  establish  this  condition,  and,  therefore,  it  is  believed  that,  in 
analogy  to  the  provisions  of  the  law  regulating  the  commencement  of 
increase  of  pensions  under  the  general  pension  law  (sec.  4698^,  Rev. 
Stilts.),  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  medical  examination,  made  under 
an  application  for  such  increase  and  subsequent  to  the  passage  of 
said  act,  which  first  establishes  the  existence  of  said  condition  of  total 
disability  to  perform  manual  labor  should  be  the  date  from  which 
the  increase  should  be  made  to  commence  in  such  cases,  provided  that 
the  condition  of  destitution,  also  required  by  said  act,  should  likewise 
be  shown  to  exist  at  that  date. 

In  the  case  at  present  under  consideration  the  date  of  commence- 
ment of  this  appellant's  increase  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  was  arbitrarily  made  to  commence,  in 
accordance  with  Order  231,  upon  the  date  when  his  application  for 
such  increase  was  approved  for  admission  by  the  board  of  review  of 
the  Pension  Bureau.  The  action  fixing  commencement  of  said  increase 
on  said  date  is,  therefore,  hereby  set  aside  and  reversed,  and  you  are 
directed  to  cause  this  case  to  be  reopened  and  to  readjust  the  date  of 
commencement  of  appellant's  rating  under  said  act  in  accordance  with 
the  views  herein  expressed. 

Order  No.  231  is  hereby  abrogated  and  annulled,  and  you  are 
requested  to  so  modify  and  reconstruct  the  same  that  it  may  conform 
to  this  decision,  and  the  former  decisions  of  this  Department  in  affirm- 
ance of  said  order,  hereinbefore  cited,  and  all  similar  decisions  are 
hereby  overruled. 
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patiioi^ogical  skqitence— cerebral.  hemorrhage-death  cause- 
evidence. 

Maria  Brantigam  (vodow). 

Death  of  the  soldier  (who  was  over  50  years  of  age)  from  oerel)ral  hemorrhage  can 
not  be  accepted  as  due  to  injury  to  left  testicle  and  varicose  veins  of  rig;ht  leg 
and  resulting  amputation  of  same  above  the  knee,  for  which  he  was  {lensionetl. 
Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally  admitted  as  the  most  potent 
cause  of  said  fatal  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  this  vsise,  so  that 
the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  those  advancing  a  contrary  opinion. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Camjjhell  to  tlie  Coinviiss^ioner  of  PefisiKrn^i. 

Jmw  13,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Maria  Brantigam,  is  pensioned  at  $8  per  month 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  by  certificate  No.  382296,  as  widoiw'  of 
August  Brantigam,  late  of  Thirty-second  Battery,  New  York  Light 
Artillery  Volunteei's.  She  tiled  a  claim  under  the  genei-al  law  on 
April  28,  1893,  which  was  rejected  by  the  Bureau  on  August  2,  1803, 
on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  had  resulted  from  cerebral 
hemorrhage,  which  was  not  shown  to  be  due  to  injur}^  of  left  testicle 
and  varicose  veins  of  right  leg,  and  resulting  amputation  of  same  above 
the  knee,  for  which  he  had  been  pensioned.  Some  additional  evidence 
was  filed  in  March,  1898,  to  reopen  the  claim,  but  the  Bureau  declined 
to  do  so,  for  the  reason  that  no  new  or  material  facts  had  been  adduced 
which  warranted  any  change  of  action. 

The  attorney  of  record  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal  from  said  action 
on  December  10,  1898,  in  which  he  alleged  that  it  was  error,  because 
the  evidence  filed  showed  that  the  cerebral  hemorrhage,  which  was  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  soldier's  death,  was  due  to  the  disabilities  for 
which  he  had  been  pensioned. 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  at  the  time  of  death  at  $36  per  month  for 
the  above-named  disabilities,  the  claim  for  varicose  veins  and  results 
having  been  made  in  1889  and  allowed  in  1892,  while  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  amputation  of  the  leg  hfwl  been  made  in  May,  1890. 
He  was  last  examined  on  February  4, 1892,  when  the  surgeon  reported 
that  he  was  5  feet  6  inches  in  height,  with  normal  pulse  rate  and  res- 
piration; was  50  years  old,  and  weighed  about  14:0  pounds.     The  sur- 
geon stated  that  the  heart,  lungs,  liver,  spleen,  and  abdominal  viscera 
were  normal;  that  he  had  a  right  oblique  complete  inguinal  hernia 
reducible  and  retainable  by  a  truss;  that  his  right  leg  had  been  ampu- 
tated 10  inches  below  the  hip  joint,  and  that  the  cicatrix  was  healthy, 
but  there  was  a  neuroma  on  the  sciatic  nerve  of  the  size  of  a  hickon' 
nut,  which  was  very  tender  to  touch  and  painful,  and  that  the  left  tes- 
ticle was  one-third  larger  than  the  right  and  was  tender. 

The  surgeon  concluded  his  certificate  with  the  statement  that  the 
soldier  required  the  constant  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person, 
but  does  not  state  the  cause  of  this  condition. 
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Dr.  F.  H.  Zitz  told  the  special  examiner  in  February,  1892,  that  the 
.soldier  came  under  his  care  in  a  few  months  after  his  leg  had  been 
amputated,  when  he  found  that  he  had  a  very  painful  stump,  which 
was  probably  due  to  the  nerve  being  included  in  the  scar,  so  that  he 
bad  been  in  bed  for  a  month,  as  any  movements  of  the  stump  caused 
excruciating  pain,  and  that  he  had  advised  him  to  have  the  nerve 
resected. 

The  soldier  died  on  April  12, 1893,  after  an  illness  of  five  days  from 
cerebral  hemorrhage,  as  appears  from  a  copy  of  the  public  record  of 
death,  in  which  it  is  also  stated  that  general  debility,  after  amputation 
of  leg,  two  and  a  half  years  ago,  was  a  contributing  cause. 

The  attending  physician,  Frank  H.  Zitz,  stated  in  a  communication 
addressed  to  the  Bureau,  filed  June  30, 1893,  that  the  soldier  was  much 
run  down  and  his  stump  healed  badly,  and  had  been  very  painful  ever 
since,  so  that  he  had  been  confined  to  bed  and  chair,  as  even  slight 
exertion  of  walking  with  crutches  would  cause  agony.  This  preyed 
on  his  mind,  especially  as  a  second  amputation,  which  he  had  advised, 
was  refused  him  on  account  of  the  risk,  and  this,  in  his  opinion,  was 
more  or  less  the  cause  of  the  cerebral  hemorrhage  which  ended  his 
life.  He  was  called  to  see  him  April  5,  when  he  complained  of  vertigo; 
on  April  8  he  was  unable  to  speak:  after  this  time  he  gradually  lost 
the  power  of  deglutition  and  of  moving  his  tongue,  then  fell  into  a 
stupor  and  died  on  the  12th.  A  consultation  was  had  in  the  case  and 
the  conclusion  was  reached  that  de^th  was  due  to  cerebral  hemorrhage, 
probably  at  the  base  of  the  brain. 

Dercum,  in  his  work  on  Nervous  Diseases,  on  page  460,  states  that — 

The  morbid  condition  underlying  intra-cranial  hemorrhages,  which  are  not  due  to 
trauma,  is  invariably  disease  of  the  blood  vessels  of  the  brain,  and  in  most  cases  dis- 
ease of  the  arteries.  It  is  impossible  to  rupture  a  healthy  artery  by  any  ordinary 
physiological  or  pathological  disturbance;  consequently  the  fundamental  facts  con- 
cerning the  pathology  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  are  those  which  pertain  to  arterial 
disease. 

On  page  461  he  also  states  that — 

It  is  generally  admitted  that  the  cerebral  arteries  are  subjected  to  three  different 
morbid  conditions;  one  of  these  is  that  known  as  fatty  degeneration;  the  second  is 
that  known  as  degenerative  arteritis,  and  the  third  that  of  atheroma,  a  condition 
whicrh  really  should  l>e  classed  along  with  degenerative  arteritis.  *  ♦  *  Athero- 
matous degeneration  affects  only  the  larger  vessels  and  chiefly  those  at  the  base  of 
the  brain;  it  is  found  in  from  one-eighth  to  one-fifth  of  the  cases  of  cerebral 
hemorrhage. 

Osier,  in  his  work  on  Practice  of  Medicine,  states,  on  page  870,  that — 

The  conditions  which  prwluce  lesions  of  the  blood  vessels  play  a  very  important 
part  in  etiology  of  cerebral  hemorrhage;  thus  the  natural  tendencies  to  degeneration 
of  the  vessels  in  advanced  life  makes  ai)oplexy  much  more  common  after  the  fiftieth 
year. 

In  this  case  the  soldier  had  passed  the  age  of  57,  and  had  reached 
the  time  of  life  when  cerebral  hemorrhages  occur  most  frequently, 
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ac'xjordiiifr  to  the  tables  of  vital  statistics.  While  the  attending  phy.si- 
cian  has  stated  that  he  had  been  suffering  from  neuralgia  for  some  two 
years,  and  has  asserted  that  it  was  the  cause  of  the  fatal  central  hem- 
orrhage,  yet  he  has  adduced  no  authority  in  support  of  his  statement, 
and  a  careful  search  through  the  writings  of  Dercum,  Quain,  Osier, 
Bartholow,  and  Da  Cost*i  on  the  subject  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  faib  to 
discover  anything  that  lends  the  slightest  support  to  Dr.  Zitz's  stati*- 
nient.  Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally^  admitted  to 
be  the  most  potent  cause  of  said  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have 
existed  in  this  case,  so  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  those  who 
advance  a  contrary  opinion. 

In  view  of  the  facts  in  this  claim,  it  is  believed  that  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  in  rejecting  appellant's  application  for  a  pension  under  the 
general  law  on  the  grounds  stated  was  correct,  and  said  action  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 


SERVICE— ACT  JTXNE  «T,  1890-REJECTED  RECRUIT. 

John  S.  Robinson. 

Claimant  was  enlisted  as  a  substitute  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  wa? 
carried  on  the  rolls  as  such  for  a  period  of  more  than  ninety  days,  when  he  was 
diw^harged  as  rejected  for  disability  by  a  board  of  inspection.  He  was  not 
assigncHi  to  any  company,  and  he  did  not  serve  in  the  military  service  in  the 
senne  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  is  not  entitled  to  pension. 
(See  cases  of  Rathton,  9  P.  D.,  162,  and  Ransom,  5  P.  D.,  183.) 

Asitistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Coimnissioner  of  Perution^^ 

June  13,  1901, 

John  S.  Robinson,  late  unassigned,  Twenty-ninth  Connecticut  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  has  filed  several  applications  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1800,  all  of  which  have  been  rejected.  Those  filed  in 
1892, 1894, 1896,  and  1897  were  rejected  on  the  ground  that  no  ratable 
disability^  under  said  act  was  shown  to  exist.  One,  filed  April  4, 1899, 
was  rejected  August  22, 1900,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  did  not  ren- 
der ninety  days'  actual  service,  as  required  by  the  act,  but  it  is  shown 
by  the  records  of  the  War  Department  and  claimant's  own  stntenient 
that  he  never  joined  said  regiment. 

A  statement  from  the  Auditor  of  the  War  Department,  showing  that 
pay  for  a  certain  period  had  been  allowed  the  claimant,  having  been 
filed  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  case  reopened,  such  action  was 
denied  December  13,  1900,  and  the  rejection  was  adhered  to.  Appeal 
has  been  entered  May  10,  1901,  by  the  attorneys  of  record,  who  con- 
tend that  inasmu(*,h  as  it  is  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment that  the  claimant  was  enlisted  September  10,  1864,  and  was  car- 
ried on  the  rolls  until  January  14,  1S65,  when  he  was  discharged,  and 
was  allowed  pay,  it  is  conclusive  that  he  was  under  military  control 
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and  subject  to  military  orders  for  a  period  of  one  hundred  and  fourteen 
days,  and,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  a  pension  under  said  act,  without 
reference  to  the  fact  that  ^^he  was  not  assigned  to  a  company"  and 
^'performed  no  active  military  duty." 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  above  statement 
regarding  the  dates  of  enlistment  and  discharge  and  the  claimant's 
name  being  on  the  rolls  of  Connecticut  colored  substitutes.  On  this 
subject  one  report  of  the  War  Department  states: 

John  Robinson,  unassigned,  Twenty-ninth  Connecticut  Colored  Infantry,  is 
regarded  by  this  Department  as  having  been  properly  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States  from  September  10,  1864,  to  January  14,  1865,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  he  was  ordered  to  be  discharged  from  the  service,  without  pay  or  allowances, 
on  account  of  his  rejection  by  the  board  of  inspection,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  980 
and  981,  Revised  Regulations. 

The  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  shows  the  basis  of  claimant's 
rejection  and  discharge  to  have  been  that  he  was  "incapable  of  per- 
forming the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  old  bubos,  oedema  of  scro- 
tum, broken  down."  He  was  not  -assigned  to  any  company  and  it 
is  not  shown  that  he  ever  performed  any  military  duty.  Thus,  while 
it  may  be  admitted  that  he  was  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States,  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  sense  contem- 
plated by  said  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  case  is  almost  parallel  as 
regards  soldier's  relation  to  the  service  with  that  of  the  husl)and 
of  Nancy  Rathton,  whose  appeal  was  decided  December  29,  1897. 
(9  P.  D.,  162.)    The  headnote  of  that  decision  is  as  follows: 

Soldier  enlisted  October  15,  1864,  was  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment  of  the 
Eighth  Congressional  district  of  Indiana  on  the  same  day  as  a  substitute.  He  was 
examined  by  a  board  of  inspectors  November  7,  1864,  and  rejected.  He  was  fur- 
loughed  to  await  discharge  and  was  discharged  April  1,  1865,  on  a  surgeon's  certifi- 
cate because  of  '^  deficient  amplitude  and  expansive  mobility  of  chest;  said  disqualifi- 
cation existed  at  date  of  enlistment''  He  was  never  assigned  to  any  military 
organization,  nor  ordered  on  detached  service,  nor  is  it  shown  that  he  ever  per- 
formed any  active  military  service. 

Hdd:  That  soldier  did  not  serve  ninety  days  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  or  in  the 
Army  of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning  of  sections  2  and  3  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.     (See  case  of  Albert  K.  Ransom,  5  P.  D.,  183.) 

In  the  body  of  that  decision  as  well  as  in  that  of  Ransom,  cited,  the 
question  here  involved  is  fully  discussed,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  go 
over  the  same  course  of  reasoning  in  this  case.  It  is  sufiScient  to  refer 
to  those  decisions  as  containing  the  proper  views  and  conclusions  rela- 
tive to  claimant's  title  to  pension  under  the  ac^^t  of  June  27,  1890. 
The  action  in  the  claim  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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FKE-ATTORNTCYSHIP— FORFEITURE-PRIMA  FACIE  CASE. 

Annie  E.  Meyers,  mtidow  (claimant). 
Mnx)  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

Where  an  attorney  has  pruna  facie  entablished  a  claim  for  pension,  and  no  call  for 
additional  evidence  has  been  made,  he  has  earned  the  fee,  though  subsequently 
to  his  death  another  attorney  filed  evidence,  for  which  the  Bureau  could  have 
issued  a  call. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Oommissioner  of  Pengio9is^ 

June  13,  1901. 

Mile  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  January  24,  1901, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee 
on  the  issue  of  July  2, 1897,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law  of  Annie  E.  Meyers,  as  widow  of  Seth  F.  Meyers,  who  served  as 
surgeon,  Seventy -third  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  claimant  on  January  23,  1895,  George  E.  Lemon, 
deceased,  filed  a  declaration  for  a  widow's  pension  under  the  general 
law,  and  on  November  26, 1895,  he  filed  articles  of  agreement  stipulat- 
ing for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25.  He  filed  evidence  March  8  and 
20,  1895,  the  last  of  which  prima  facie  completed  the  claim  so  far  as 
the  services  of  an  attornev  were  concerned. 

F.  L.  Williams,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  November  9,  1896,  and 
February  18, 1897,  filed  powers  of  attorney  in  the  claim,  and  on  March 
13,  1897,  he  filed  articles  of  agreement  stipulating  for  the  payment  of 
a  fee  of  $25.  On  March  13, 1897,  he  also  filed  evidence  that  the  claim- 
ant had  not  remarried.  The  claim  was  specially  examined  in  June, 
1897,  when  further  evidence  was  obtained  that  she  had  not  remarried. 

Mr.  Lemon  died  December  18,  1896.  The  appellants'  title  to  the 
fee  is  considered  by  the  Bureau  as  under  assignment  in  their  favor, 
dated  July  23,  1897,  by  the  executors  under  the  will  of  George  E. 
Lemon. 

On  July  2,  1897,  certificate  issued  to  allow  pension  in  the  claim. 
On  said  issue  Mr.  Williams  was  certified  a  fee.  He  has  been  notified 
of  the  fact  that  Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  appealed  from  said  action. 

The  position  taken  by  the  Bureau  as  to  the  title  to  fee  in  this  case  is 
that  the  evidence  filed  by  Mr.  Williams  was  material,  as  evidence  of 
the  claimant's  widowhood  had  not  been  filed  for  a  period  of  two  years, 
and  as  it  was  filed  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  other  attorney  in  the 
case  he  was  entitled  to  recognition;  that  as  he  filed  material  evidence 
and  was  not  chargeable  with  neglect  when  the  claim  was  allowed,  he 
was  entitled  to  the  fee  upon  the  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension. 

Appellants  argue  that  the  f  ee^was  earned  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
Mr.  Lemon,  and  therefore  his  executors  could  make  a  valid  assign- 
ment ot  the  fee,  and  as  such  executors  made  assignment  of  the  fee  to 
them  they  are  entitled  thereto. 
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When  an  attorne}'  has  performed  all  services  required  of  him  by 
the  rules  of  practice  and  by  the  Bureau,  and  has  observed  the  rules  of 
practice  in  other  respects,  the  fee  is  earned  by  him,  and  he,  or,  upon 
his  death,  his  legal  representatives,  can  assign  the  fee  to  other  parties. 
When  such  assignment  is  made,  the  Bureau  will  certify  the  fee  to  the 
assignee.     (See  case  of  William  Goodson,  7  P.  D.,  294.) 

In  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Robert  McCorkle 
(7  P.  D.,  158),  are  stated  facts  that  constitute  a  case  where  the  fee  is 
earned  by  an  attorney,  viz,  where  the  attorney  of  record  has  prima 
facie  established  a  claim  and  no  further  services  are  required  of  him, 
though  the  claim  is  thereafter  specially  examined.  The  question  still 
remains  to  be  considered,  and  it  is  an  essential  one  in  this  case,  whether 
an  attornev  has  earned  a  fee  when  there  is  material  service  to  be 
performed  before  the  Bureau  sees  fit  to  allow  the  claim. 

The  Bureau,  in  support  of  its  action  in  the  payment  of  the  fee  to 
Mr.  Williams,  recites  that  the  evidence  filed  by  said  attorney  was 
mateinal.  This  may  be  true,  but  likewise  it  is  true  that  the  evidence 
adduced  (after  a  claim  is  prima  facie  complete)  on  special  examination 
is  material.  Yet  it  is  held  in  the  case  of  McCorkle,  supm,  that  an 
attorney  has  earned  a  fee  although  the  claim  is  placed  in  the  hands  of 
a  special  examiner  subsequently  to  the  date  that  the  attorney  of  record 
tiled  evidence  in  tho  claim.  So  under  the  decisions  of  this  Department 
the  fact  that  further  and  additional  evidence  may  be  necessary  before 
the  Bureau  will  allow  pension  to  the  claimant  is  not  a  test  as  to  whether 
the  attorney  has  earned  a  fee  in  the  particular  case.  If  the  attorney 
of  record  has  prima  facie  completed  the  claim  he  may  be  entitled  to 
the  fee,  although  further  evidence  can  be  required  by  the  Bureau 
before  the  claim  is  allowed.  But  it  follows  that  this  additional  service 
is  not  expected  of  an  attorney  until  the  Bureau  has  issued  its  call  for 
such  evidence.  It  is  believed  that  this  is  a  reasonable  view  of  the 
practice.  The  rules  prescribe  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  a 
claim  for  pension.  When  such  evidence  has  been  supplied,  it  can  not 
be  assumed  that  the  Bureau  requires  any  additional  evidence  until  it 
has  issued  a  call  therefor.  It  follows  that  the  attorney  of  record  may 
have  earned  the  fee,  although  evidence  was  lacking  which  the  Bureau 
can  require  in  addition  to  such  evidence  as  is  prescribed  by  the  rules 
of  practice  for  prima  facie  establishing  a  claim. 

In  this  particular  case  the  appellants,  as  the  tmnsferees  of  Mr. 
Lemon,  were  denied  a  fee  for  the  reason  that  subsequently  to  the  death 
of  Mr.  Lemon  evidence  wjis  filed  which  was  deemed  material.  This 
evidence  consisted  of  the  testimony  of  witnesses  that  the  claimant  had 
not  remarried,  and  was  deemed  material  becrause  evidence  of  the  fact 
had  not  been  filed  in  the  ciise  for  a  period  of  two  years. 

The  rules  of  pmctice  do  not  require  an  attorney  to  file  evidence  at 
intervals  in  a  widow's  claim  for  pension,  while  pending  in  the  Bureau, 
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that  she  has  not  remarried  since  the  death  of  the  soldier.  Such  a 
requirement  in  a  widow's  claim,  when  it  has  been  prima  facie  com- 
pleted, would  be  unreasonable.  For,  when  all  evidence  prescribed  by 
the  rules  of  practice  has  been  filed,  the  claim  awaits  adjudication. 
Further  evidence  as  to  the  nonmarriage  of  the  claimant  would  l»e 
necessary  only  in  event  of  delay  to  adjudicate  the  claim — a  condition 
which  is  not  contemplated  by  the  rules  of  practice. 

Though  in  the  event  of  delay  to  adjudicate  the  Bureau  could  prop- 
erly require  further  evidence  of  nonmarriage,  it  would  not  be  necessary 
to  file  such  evidence  under  the  rules  of  practice.  It  would  not  l)e 
incumbent  upon  the  attorney  of  record  to  file  the  evidence  in  question 
unless  the  Bureau  issued  its  call  therefor.  The  attorney  of  record  can 
only  be  required  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  a  case  as  they  exist 

The  rules  of  practice  do  not  contemplate  the  forestalling  of  emer- 
gencies that  may  possibly  arise  and  therefore  do  not  require  of  an 
attorney  that  he  shall  have  evidence  on  file  which  precludes  possibilities 
occasioned  by  delay  to  adjudicate  a  claim  or  by  other  causes.  If  an 
attorney  has,  prima  facie,  completed  a  case,  in  accordance  with  the 
published  regulations,  it  is  not  expected  that  he  will  do  more  unless 
further  orders  are  issued.  If  nothing  further  is  asked  for  by  the 
Bureau,  then  the  fee  is  earned  by  him,  the  right  thereto  becomes 
vested  in  him,  and,  upon  his  death,  in  his  legal  representatives. 

Mr.  Lemon  died  before  the  claim  was  allowed,  but  it  is  not  manifest 
that  this  fact  complicates  the  situation.  Had  a  call  for  further  evi- 
dence been  issued,  then  the  case  would  not  have  been  completed  by 
him,  nor  the  fee  earned  by  him.  It  may  be  urged  that  had  a  call  l)een 
issued  for  further  evidence  as  to  continued  widowhood  of  the  claimant, 
Mr.  Lemon  could  .  not  have  complied  with  the  call,  and,  therefore,  it 
would  have  been  useless  to  issue  a  call;  furthermore,  that  the  evidence 
was  filed  by  Mr.  Williams  subsequently  to  Mr.  Lemon's  death,  and 
for  that  reason  it  was  not  necessary  to  issue  a  call  for  such  evidence. 

The  answer  to  all  this  as  an  objection  to  the  proposition  that  the  fee 
was  earned  by  Mr.  Lemon  is  found  in  the  reasons  assigned  in  support 
of  the  proposition,  viz,  that  there  was  no  demand  for  such  evidence 
until  a  call  therefor  was  issued.  This  has  l)een  explained.  It  can  not 
be  assumed,  when  no  call  for  evidence  was  made,  from  existing  con- 
ditions in  a  case,  that  one  would  have  been  made  but  for  the  fact  that 
evidence  was  supplied  which  dispensed  with  a  call  for  such  evidence. 
To  so  assume  would  be  equivalent  to  making  a  demand  out  of  what  is; 
subsequently  deemed  a  necessity  therefor.  In  such  an  event  title  to 
fee  would  rest,  not  upon  what  the  rules  of  practice  or  the  Bureau 
require,  but  upon  a  theory  as  to  what  might,  could,  or  would  be 
required  at  the  option  of  some  person. 

As  to  the  objection  that  Mr.  Lemon  was  dead,  and,  therefore,  had  a 
call  been  issued  he  could  not  have  complied  therewith,  it  can  properly 


DBCIBIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  895 

he  an8wered  by  saying  that  the  objection  deals  with  fa(*t8  not  in  any 
^^ay  germane  to  the  question  at  issue,  viz,  whether  he  had  earned  the 
fee  in  this  ease.  It  may  be  significant  to  add  that  in  this  case  as  in  the 
case  of  McCorkle,  supra,  there  was  a  special  examination  held  after 
the  attorney  of  record  was  dead,  yet  in  the  case  of  McCorkle  it  was 
held  that  the  fee  was  earned  by  him  though  additional  and  material 
evidence  was  obtained  by  the  process  of  special  examination  subsequent 
to  his  death. 

Though  further  material  evidence  was  supplied  by  an  attorney  who 
was  contesting  for  recognition  in  the  claim,  there  is  no  difference 
whether  it  was  thus  obtained  or  by  a  special  examination.  The  mate- 
rial fact  is  whether  the  Bureau  has  issued  a  call  for  such  evidence. 
Applying  this  test  to  the  facts  arising  in  this  case,  it  is  clear  that  the 
right  of  Mr.  Lemon  to  the  fee  is  unquestionable,  as  no  call  for  addi> 
tional  evidence  was  ever  uiade.  As  he  had  earned  the  fee  his  title 
thereto,  upon  his  death,  passed  to  his  legal  i-epresentatives,  under  whose 
assignment  title  passed  to  the  appellants. 

Accordingly  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  them  a  fee  is 
reversed.  It  is  directed  that  a  copy  of  this  opinion  be  served  upon 
Mr.  Williams. 


REIMKURSEMENT— ACCRUED  PENSION— FRAITD  AND  MISTAKE. 

John  La  Mountain. 

Where  Bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary  judgment  in 
passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the 
claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tendH  to  discredit  that  first 
acte<l  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the  Government  from  a(H;ruing 
pension. 

AtfMtMtant  Seereta/ry  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commi^suyfier  of  I^ensionSy 

May  6,  1901. 

John  La  Mountain,  formerly  private,  Company  G,  One  hundred 
and  fifty-third  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  who  was  granted  $4  per 
month,  June  20, 1885,  to  date  from  October  3, 1865,  for  injury  to  head, 
and  who  was  granted  a  pension  at  $8  per  month,  under  the  act  of  June 

27,  1890,  July  12,  1890,  and  dropped  from  the  rolls  under  the  general 
law  on  that  date,  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  and  increase  under  the 
general  law,  June  18, 1890,  alleging  that  he  contracted  catarrh  (a  new 
disability)  in  line  of  duty  while  in  the  military  service.     September 

28,  1897,  this  claim  was  rejftjted  in  the  following  language: 

R^ection  for  restoration  and  increase  under  the  general  law  for  injury  to  head  on 
the  ground  that  evidence  taken  on  special  examination  shows  that  it  was  incurred  in 
a  dnmken  brawl  w^ith  claimant's  wife  subsequent  to  his  discharge.  Catarrh  rejei^ted 
on  the  ground  that  evidence  taken  on  special  examination  shows  that  it  existed  prior 
to  enlistment. 
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On  November  4, 1897,  a  letter  of  notification  was  sent  to  the  claimant 
from  the  Bureau,  which  is  as  follows: 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  this  Bureau  that  you  were  pensioned  June  20,  1885, 
under  certificate  numbered  299499,  at  the  rate  of  H  per  month  from  October  3, 1865, 
for  injury  of  head,  based  on  your  service  as  a  private  in  CJompeny  G,  One  hundred 
and  flfty-tliinl  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Your  pension  as  above  terminated  July  11, 1890,  by  reason  of  the  allowance  to  you 
of  jiension,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  from  July 
12,  1890,  for  naso-pharyngeal  catarrh  and  disease  of  heart. 

It  further  appears,  from  evidence  obtained  by  means  of  a  special  examination  now 
on  file,  that  the  original  allowance  of  your  pension  baaed  on  injury  of  head  was 
erroneous  and  contrary  t<:>  law,  as  said  disability  is  in  no  way  due  to  your  military 
service  as  required  to  give  title  under  the  law  by  which  you  were  pensioned,  but 
was  incurreii  in  a  fight  with  your  wife  while  you  were  in  a  state  of  intoxication 
subsequent  to  your  discharge. 

You  are  hereby  notified  that  your  certificate  will  be  reissued  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  and  payments  will  be  withheld  until  a  sum 
accrues  sufficient  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  amount  erroneously  paid  yon 
under  the  general  law,  viz,  |4  per  month  from  October  3,  1865,  to  July  11,  1890, 
inclusive. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  December  21,  1893,  you  will  be 
allowed  a  i^eriod  of  thirty  days  from  receipt  hereof  in  which  to  make  such  answer  as 
you  deem  proper,  and  to  show  cause  why  the  action  as  above  indicated  should  not 
be  taken. 

Some  little  evidence  was  filed  with  a  declaration  for  restoration  to 

the  general-law  rolls,  alleging  injury  to  head  December  21, 1897,  which 

was  again  rejected  November  18,  1898,  as  follows: 

Rejection  for  restoration  under  the  general  law  for  injury  of  head  on  the  ground 
tliat  same  was  not  incurred  in  the  ser\dce,  as  shown  by  special  examination,  and  the 
testimony  file<l  recently  not  deemed  sulTicient  to  establish  same  as  of  service  origin. 

March  9,  1899,  the  affidavits  of  four  witnesses  were  filed  with  a  view 
to  reopening  the  claim,  but  March  9,  1900,  the  former  rejections  were 
adhered  to.  In  this  action  it  was  stated  that  one  "Maiy  La  Moun- 
tain," with  two  other  affiants,  had  been  cross-examined  by  a  special 
examiner,  and  that  the  evidence  of  the  other  witness  was  not  sufficient 
to  overcome  the  advei*se  testimony  on  file. 

July  28,  1900,  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department,  in 

which  he  states  that  ceitain  prejudiced  witnesses  opposed  his  restoni- 

tion,  and  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  disability  for  which  pension 

was  originally  granted  was  actually  incurred  in  the  service,  as  alleged. 

The  appeal  concludes  as  follows: 

I  therefore  submit  that  the  su8i)ension  is  contrary  to  law,  and  that,  although  some 
of  the  evidence  that  was  drawn  out  on  siMJcial  investigation  is  contradictory  an<l  goes? 
to  show  that  one  of  the  disabilities  for  which  I  was  pensioned  existed  prior  to  my 
enlistment,  I  am  still  entitled  to  a  rating  under  the  disabilities  that  are  positively 
shown  to  be  of  service  origin.  The  evidence  of  Oliver  Bnrrill,  Joseph  Burrill,  and 
Mary  La  Mountain  I  contend  is  sufficiently  strong  to  warrant  my  restoration.  Mary 
La  Mountain,  whose  evidence  is  referred  to  as  that  of  my  wife,  is  in  error.  It  was 
the  testimony  of  another  Mary  Ia  Motmtain,  who  did  not  clearly  understand  the 
nature  of  the  questions  aske<l. 
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I  therefore  submit  and  ask  that  the  evidence  on  file  be  reexamined,  and  that  if  any 
<loubt  exists  the  benefit  of  the  same  should  be  extended  in  my  behalf,  and  I  ask  for 
a  readjudication  of  the  claim  on  ite  merite.    All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitttnl. 

This  appeal  raises  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to 
establish  that  the  injury  to  claimant's  head  and  the  catarrh,  as  alleged, 
oo<!urred  during  his  military  service  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  whether 
the  action  of  withholding  claimant's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
181)0,  in  order  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  amount  wrongfully 
paid  to  him  under  the  geneml  law  was  proper. 

The  evidence  in  regard  to  the  incurrence  of  the  alleged  injury  to 
head  in  the  service  is  supplied  by  two  comrades  and  the  captain  of 
claimant's  company.  One  of  these  comi-ades  claims  to  be  an  eyewit- 
ness to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury.  He  substantially  corroborates 
the  claimant's  account  of  the  injury,  although  as  to  eifects  there  is 
square  contradiction,  as  there  also  is  as  to  minor  details. 

The  claimant's  story  is  that  some  time  in  July  or  August,  1865, 
while  on  patrol  guard  duty,  in  Savannah,  Ga.,  he  was  near  a  stack  of 
arms  when  a  colored  soldier,  or  a  colored  man  in  a  soldier's  uniform, 
tried  to  take  a  gun  off  the  stack,  and  the  claimant  told  him  to  let  that 
^un  alone,  when  the  colored  man  gi*abbed  and  swung  the  butt  of  the 
gun  against  his  head,  knocking  him  senseless;  that  he  was  taken  to  a 
hospital,  where  he  was  treated.  Before  the  special  examiner  the  claim- 
ant adhered  to  this  story. 

Peter  Facto,  jr.,  the  comrade  who  claims  to  have  witnessed  the 
incurrence  of  the  injury  as  detailed  by  the  claimant,  in  an  affidavit 
filed  in  1884  substantially  corroborates  the  claimant,  saying  that  he 
helped  the  claimant  to  his  feet  and  saw  blood  on  the  side  of  his  head, 
but  could  not  say  whether  he  was  sent  to  the  hospital  or  not.  On 
cross-examination  this  witness  did  hot  corroborate  his  affidavit  in 
detail,  but  did  adhere  to  his  stjitement  that  he  witnessed  the  hitting  of 
claimant  by  the  gun  as  he  had  described.  He  said  at  that  time  that 
claimant  was  not  on  duty  when  he  had  the  (|uarrel  w  ith  the  colored 
soldier.  He  said  there  was  no  stack  of  guns  at  the  scene  of  the  quar- 
rel and  that  claimant  was  hit  with  the  colored  soldier's  gun,  and  that 
he  could  not  say  what  caused  the  quarrel.  In  accounting  for  the  dis- 
crepancy between  his  affidavit  and  statement  before  the  examiner  he 
said  he  could  not  read  and  had  to  depend  on  others  to  do  his  writing 
for  him. 

E.  M.  Fitch,  captain  of  claimant's  compan}^  made  affidavit  as  follows: 

That  he  was  captain  of  Coiiii)any  (t,  One  hundred  and  fifty-third  Regiment  New 
York  Volnnteera,  in  the  late  war,  and  knew  John  Ia  Mountain,  a  private  in  said 
company;  that  Haid  La  Mountain,  while  in  a<*tive  service  in  said  regiment,  in  iSavan- 
nah,  Ga.,  was  injured  while  on  patrol  duty,  as  it  wa.M  reixirted  at  said  time  that  he 
was  knocked  down  by  a  coloretl  soldier;  that  at  said  time  said  La  Mountain  was  sent 
to  the  hospital  to  be  treated  for  injuries  re<*eived  in  such  way  in  18(>5. 

The  above  affidavit  was  subscribed  and  sworn  to  August  4,  1883. 
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On  the  6th  day  of  May,  1896,  Captain  Fitch  appeared  before  the  spe- 
cial examiner.  He  then  stated  that  he  could  not  recollect  that  claim- 
ant was  injured  in  the  service.  He  did  recollect  that  some  member  of 
his  company  was  hit  over  the  head  by  a  colored  soldier,  but  he  knew 
none  of  the  circumstances.  His  attention  being  called  to  the  affidavit 
quoted  as  above,  he  said: 

At  the  time  1  made  that  statement  I  had  some  memoranda  that  poeeibly  refreebetl 
my  mind  regarding  this  matter,  but  my  papers  containing  the  memoranda  were 
burned  some  few  years  ago.  I  can  not  now  say  that  La  Mountain  was  hurt  in  the 
service. 

John  Kiernan,  a  comrade,  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that 

in  the  summer  of  1865,  in  Savannah,  6a.,  the  claimant  did  get  into 

a  '* squabble"  with  a  "nigger,"  and  was  injured  some  way.     This 

witness's  statement  continues: 

We  did  patrol  duty  in  Savannah  all  summer.  Before  the  war  closed  the  neigroes, 
if  they  saw  a  white  man  coming  along  the  sidewalk,  would  get  off  into  the  street,  bat 
after  the  war  closed  it  was  quite  the  reverse.  I  was  not  present  when  he  was  injured, 
but  when  he  came  into  camp  he  told  me  he  had  been  hit  upon  the  head  and  knockefi 
down  by  a  negro.  He  further  said  that  he  and  the  n^ro  had  trouble  over  a  gun  and 
the  negro  seized  the  gun  and  knocked  him  down  as  above  stated.  I  probably  heard 
what  started  the  trouble,  but  have  now  forgotten  what  it  was. 

This  witness  states  that  he  never  heard  that  the  injury  thus  incurred 
was  at  all  serious  or  that  he- could  remember  that  claimant  was  off 
duty  on  account  of  same. 

Continuing,  this  witness  testified: 

There  was  talk  in  the  company  that  if  the  negnro  could  be  found  he  would  be  served 
the  same  as  he  served  La  Mountain.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  blow  to  head  made 
a  wound  or  not.  I  have  heard  claimant's  deposition  read  and  should  say  it  was 
about  the  way  he  told  me  the  injury  was  incurred.  *  *  ♦  There  is  no  doubt  he 
(claimant)  was  injured  as  alleged,  as  I  heard  him  tell  about  it;  in  fact,  it  was  the 
talk  of  the  company  how  he  had  been  licked  by  a  "  nigger." 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  last  witness  did  not  make  a  statement 
in  the  original  claim.  Studied  from  the  view  point  of  probability 
there  is  nothing  in  the  claim  as  originally  considered  by  the  Bureau 
that  threw  doubt  about  it.  The  claimant  may  well  have  been  hurt  as 
he  described,  but  whether  the  injur}'^  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty  is 
a  question  aside  from  the  inquiry  at  this  moment.  Yet,  the  evidence 
quoted  is  not  all  that  was  considered  by  the  Bureau  in  its  initial  action. 

June  19,  1883,  Dr.  William  S.  Daggett  signed  and  swore  to  the 
following  statement: 

I  treated  John  La  Mountain,  private,  of  Company  G,  One  hundreci  and  fifty-third 
Regiment,  New  York  Volunteers,  November  1, 1866,  for  fracture  of  the  parietal  bone 
of  the  left  side;  found  a  deep  depression;  much  pain  in  the  opposite  side  and  paralysis 
of  the  legs.  Was  not  able  to  move  about  for  a  year  or  more.  Has  since  frequent 
attacks  of  pain  in  the  head,  and  paresis  of  the  legs,  lasting  for  an  indefinite  time. 

The  reputation  of  this  affiant  has  been  unini|3cached,  and,  in  fact, 
he  is  reported  to  be  perfectly  reliable. 
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Peter  Barnaby,  a  brother-in-law  of  claimant,  whose  reputation  is 
good,  testified  that  claimant  complained  of  pain  in  his  head  on  his 
return  from  the  Army,  and  said  further: 

I  have  seen  he  had  a  kind  of  scar  on  the  left  side  of  his  head,  but  I  do  not  know 
how  he  got  it.  I  never  mentioned  it  to  him.  Yes,  he  had  that  scar  on  his  head 
when  he  came  home  from  the  Army.  No,  I  did  not  see  any  running  sore  on  his 
head.  It  was  a  scar  about  1}  inches  long  and  had  no  hair  on  it.  I  never  heard  him 
tell  how  he  got  that  hurt. 

Andrew  Burrill,  of  good  reputation,  who  knew  the  claimant  prior 
to  and  since  his  (claimant's)  service,  made  affidavit  that  he  helped 
claimant  off  the  train  in  October,  1865,  and  at  that  date  the  claimant 
spoke  of  the  injuiy  to  his  head,  and  that  he  was  hit  by  a  colored  sol- 
dier with  the  butt  of  his  gun.  In  response  to  a  letter  from  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  this  witness  stated  the  following: 

Your  letter  of  the  28th  received.  In  reply  I  would  say  I  saw  John  La  Mountain 
when  he  returned  home  from  the  war.  In  fact  I  was  at  the  depot  when  he  arrived, 
and  I  assisted  him  home.  He  claimed  he  was  injured  in  his  head.  I  examined  his 
head  and  I  saw  scars.     He  also  complained  of  his  leg  and  appeared  to  be  lame.    *   *  * 

This  last  witness  and  the  physician  who  treated  claimant  on  or  soon 
after  his  return  home  were  dead  when  the  special  examination  was 
conducted. 

Can  there  be  a  well-founded  doubt  that  the  claimant  received  some 
kind  of  an  injury  to  his  head  in  the  service?  The  statement  of  the 
captain,  after  the  special  examination,  rises  almost  to  the  dignity  of  a 
record.  He  made  his  first  statement  from  memoi*anda  which,  he  says, 
possibly  refreshed  his  mind,  his  records  being  destroyed  at  the  date  of 
his  examination.  It  is  wholly  incredible  that  the  doctor  and  the  cor- 
roborating witnesses  who  saw  the  scar  on  claimant's  head  at  his  return 
from  the  Army  could  all  have  been  mistaken.  Certainly  the  captain, 
who  made  his  first  statement  from  memoranda,  made  at  the  time  from 
reports  to  him,  could  not  be  other  than  reliable.  Then  the  doctor 
makes  a  positive  statement  as  to  treatment  for  the  injury  eleven  years 
before  the  "brawl"  with  the  wife,  as  subsequently  testified  to.  This 
positive  statement,  descriptive  as  it  was,  and  corroborated  by  subse- 
quent medical  examinations  locating  the  injury  to  the  head,  make  his 
statement  worthy  of  credit  to  a  high  degree. 

The  evidence,  as  a  whole,  seems  of  such  a  character  as  to  warrant 
the  conclusion  that  was  reached  by  the  Bureau  in  the  first  instance. 
The  facts  elicited  long  afterwards  by  special  examination  seem  to  indi- 
cate that  the  disability  from  this  injury  was  increased  by,  and  com- 
plicated with,  a  subsequent  injury  to  the  head  in  a  drunken  brawl  with 
claimant's  wife  in  the  year  1876,  as  stated  in  the  rejection  quoted. 

Joseph  Burrill  testified  that  it  was  rumored  that  claimant  went  home 
drunk  once  and  his  wife  struck  him  over  the  head  with  a  bottle.  He 
did  not  know  who  told  the  stor}*  and  could  not  say  there  was  the  "  first 
bit  of  truth  in  it." 
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Nelson  Dame  testified  before  the  special  examiner  as  follows  in 
regard  to  the  "brawl:" 

Soon  after  he  (claimant)  got  home,  should  say  some  two  or  three  years,  he  came 
home  drunk  one  night  and  l)egan  to  abuse  his  wife,  as  he  had  alw^ays  had  the  repu- 
tation of  doing.  After  she  had  stood  his  abuse  long  enough,  she  up  with  a  bottle 
and  stnick  him  over  the  head.  Of  course  I  know  nothing  about  this  personally,  as 
I  was  not  there,  but  right  after  this  happened  he  came  out  with  his  head  all  tied  up, 
and  the  story  got  out. 

Emerson  B.  Rand  testified  substantially  as  the  above  witness  as  to  the 
brawl  between  claimant  and  his  wife  and  the  rumors  about  same. 
Isaac  Baker  testified  as  follows  in  this  regard: 

Along  about  the  time  of  the  Centennial  in  1876  his  (claimant's)  father  (dead)  came 
over  after  me  in  the  night  and  said:  **  I  think  John's  wife  has  killed  hiui.*'  1  went 
over  and  the  old  man  foimd  the  doors  locke<l,  so  he  got  in  through  the  window,  as 
did  also  myself.  There  we  found  John  on  the  floor  drunk,  as  I  thought,  with  quite 
a  swelling  on  the  side  of  his  head,  the  old  man  telling  me  his  wife  and  he  had  Ix^n 
quarreling  and  she  had  hit  him  over  the  head  with  a  bottle.  No,  the  head  was  not 
bleeding  that  I  could  see.  *  *  *  There  was  no  light  in  the  room,  and  none  was 
lighted.  *  *  *  I  examineil  his  head  and  found  the  swelling  with  my  hand.  I 
guess  I  did  not  see  him  after  this  for  a  week  or  more.  When  I  did  see  him  he  com- 
plained of  his  head,  and  did  all  the  time  I  knew  him. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  claimant  was  hit  in  the  head  by  his 
wife,  as  described.  Is  this  established  fact  at  all  inconsistent  with  the 
other  apparently^  established  fat^t  that  claimant  was  injured  in  the  head 
in  the  service,  as  alleged  ?  Is  it  not  possi)>le  that  (claimant  may  have 
been  injured  on  the  head  on  both  occasionsj  The  second  injury  by  no 
means  excludes  the  possibility  of  the  first. 

It  will  be  noted  thaf  there  is  no  description  of  the  injury  caused  by 
the  wife,  either  as  to  its  location  (except  that  it  was  to  *'  the  side  of 
the  head"),  or  as  to  its  character.  From  the  evidence  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  where  on  the  head  the  bottle  struck.  No  presumption 
follows  that  it  was  the  only  injury  the  claimant  had  ever  suffered  to 
his  head.  While  it  is  possible  and  even  probable,  from  the  location  of 
the  first  injury  (just  above  the  ear  on  the  left  side)  that  when  the  wife 
swung  the  bottle  she  landed  upon  the  injured  iK)rtion  of  the  head,  it 
is  not  sustained  by  any  evidence  in  the  record.  The  claimant  swears 
he  was  never  injured  in  the  head  except  in  the  .<>ervice. 

There  is  no  record  of  treatment  in  the  service  for  the  alleged  injury 
to  the  head.  This  fact  was  before  the  Bureau  when  the  claim  was 
allowed.  The  statement  of  one  comrade,  the  statement  of  the  captain 
of  the  claimant's  company,  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  who  saw 
the  scar  on  claimant's  head,  and  the  testimany  of  the  physician  who 
treated  claimant  on  his  return  from  the  Armv,  admitted  the  claim.  At 
the  date  of  the  allowance,  1885,  the  Bureau  oflicers  exercised  their  dis- 
cretionary judgment.  After  such  exercise  upon  what  grounds  can 
such  judgments  be  disturbed  and  set  aside? 
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In  an  opinion  rendered  by  the  assistant  attorney -general,  December 

3,  1889,  this  question  is  exhaustively  discussed.    The  decisions  of  the 

Department  are  reviewed  and  commented  upon.     It  is  therein  stated: 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  trend  of  the  declBions  has  been  to  the  effect  that  where 
there  has  been  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the  pensioner,  or  where  there  has  been  a  mis- 
take of  fact  in  the  adjudication  of  a  pension  claim  which  results  in  the  overpayment 
of  money  as  pension,  in  such  case  the  Government  may  reimburse  itself  by  with- 
holding the  accruing  pension  until  the  amount  overpaid  is  made  good,  and  of  the 
correctness  of  this  position  there  can,  I  think,  be  no  reasonable  doubt. 

It  has  never  been  held  by  the  Department  that  there  is  any  authority 
to  withhold  pension  money  to  offset  moneys  which  may  have  been  paid 
out  as  the  result  of  an  error  of  judgment  of  officers  charged  with  the 
administration  of  the  pension  laws.     Christian  May  (8  P.  D.,  71). 

Has  any  fraud  been  proved  to  have  been  practiced  on  the  Govern- 
ment by  the  claimant  in  this  case?  No  mere  probability  or  possibility 
that  fraud  may  have  been  used  in  a  particular  case  is  sufficient. 

In  the  case  of  James  A.  Trosper  (8  P.  D.,  76)  it  was  held  that  con- 
cealment of  certain  facts  material  to  the  inquiry  by  a  claimant  amounts 
to  fraud.  But  in  that  case  it  was  shown  that  the  resulting  injury 
claimed  for  was  actually  a  result  of  something  which  occurred  prior 
to  the  claimant's  enlistment,  and  is  not  at  all  in  point  with  the  case 
at  bar. 

The  Bureau  action  in  the  case  at  bar  was  prompted  by  proof  of  a 
subsequent  injury,  from  which  it  seems  to  have  been  concluded  there 
could  have  been  no  injury  as  alleged  in  the  service.  Such  a  conclu- 
sion is  not  warranted  in  any  view.  Later,  at  the  special  examination, 
it  appeared  that  the  comrade  who  gave  the  original  statement  as  an 
eyewitness  to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  was  not  altogether  trust- 
worthy; that  the  claimant  received  a  blow  on  his  head  in  1876;  that 
some  of  the  witnesses  fail  to  corroborate  their  first  statements.  All 
this  goes  to  the  question  of  the  justice  of  the  Bureau  action  in  reject- 
ing the  claim  for  restoration  and  increase,  rather  than  to  the  grounds 
for  reimbursement  to  the  Government  of  moneys  accruing  under  a 
pension  granted  under  another  law. 

From  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  considered  at  the  time  of  the 
original  allowance,  it  is  concluded  that  such  an  allowance  was  made 
after  an  exercise  fairly  of  discretion  in  the  matter  of  weighing  testi- 
mony by  the  proper  officers  of  the  Government,  and  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the  claimant,  money  paid  under  a 
grant  of  pension  can  not  be  recovered  by  the  Government  from  accru- 
ing pension  under  another  law. 

There  remains  for  consideration  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting 
the  application  for  restoration  and  increase  of  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law.  This  inquiry  involves  the  character  of  the  testimony  dis- 
closed by  the  special  examination  from  which  the  bureau  reached  its 
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conclusion  in  1897.  In  other  words,  was  the  Bureau  justified,  on  the 
evidence  before  it  at  this  last-named  date,  in  rejecting  the  claim  for 
restoration  and  increase? 

The  examination  discloses  that  the  reputations  of  the  claimant  and 
the  witness  Facto  were  not  good ;  facts  which  were  easilj''  ascertain- 
able at  the  date  of  the  original  allowance.  But  the  special  examination 
in  no  way  disturbed  the  statements  of  the  captain  of  claimant's  com- 
pany or  of  the  physician  who  treated  claimant  immediately  on  his 
return  home  from  the  service.  On  the  contrary,  the  statement  of  the 
captain  is  strengthened  and  a  new  witness,  Kiernan,  appears  who  cor- 
roborates both  Facto  and  the  claimant  in  testimony  as  to  contempora- 
neous statements.  In  so  far  the  original  testimony  on  which  the 
Bureau  acted  is  strengthened  and  supported.  But  the  special  exami- 
nation disclosed  that  claimant  was  injured  in  the  head  by  being  hit 
with  a  bottle  in  the  hands  of  his  wife  in  1876,  eleven  years  subsequent 
to  the  injury  of  service  origin.  It  is  impossible  to  determine  from 
the  evidence  the  extent  of  the  injury  or  results  therefrom  of  this 
second  injury.  From  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  second  injury 
it  appears  no  amount  of  inquiry  would  develop  that  fact.  It  is  worthy 
of  remark  that  the  claimant,  though  dul}"  notified  of  the  cause  of  rejec- 
tion and  grounds  on  which  the  Bureau  claimed  the  right  of  reimburse- 
ment from  accruing  pension,  has  filed  no  evidence  denying  that  an 
injury  resulted  from  the  hit  on  his  head  by  the  bottle.  No  presump- 
tion arises  to  aid  a  conclusion  as  to  the  degree  of  injury  from  either  of 
the  proven  injuries.  From  all  that  appears  in  the  evidence  resulting 
disability  may  have  come  from  one  as  well  as  the  other,  each  being 
proven  to  have  been  incurred  prior  to  the  allowance  of  pension  for 
such  injury,  thus  leaving  to  mere  speculation  and  guesswork  what 
should  be  proven  by  the  claimant.  With  all  the  evidence  under  review 
it  appears  that  the  claimant  was  injured  in  the  head  in  some  such  man- 
ner as  he  alleged  in  the  service,  thus  relieving  him  from  the  charge  of 
fraud  in  making  claim  therefor.  If  the  claim  was  allowed  in  the  first 
instance  on  insufficient  testimony,  as  to  the  manner  of  its  incurrence, 
or  as  to  the  results  therefrom,  the  Bureau  may  correct  its  action  and 
refuse  to  pay  further  pension  therefor,  but  it  has  no  right  to  make  the 
claimant  suffer  a  penalty  for  the  failure  of  officers  charged  with  such 
duty  to  weigh  aright  evidence  submitted  in  support  of  a  claim.  When* 
bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary  judg- 
ment in  passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon 
the  part  of  a  claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends 
to  discredit  that  first  acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbui*sement  to  the 
Government  from  accruing  pension. 

The  claimant  and  the  witness  who  states  that  he  saw  the  incurrence 
of  the  injur}'  in  the  service,  being  shown  upon  special  examination  to 
be  unreliable,  the  remaining  evidence  is  not  of  such  a  character  as 
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would  have  warranted  the  allowance  of  pension  in  the  first  instance, 
in  the  absence  of  a  record.  After  the  special  examination  a  well- 
founded  doubt  existed  as  to  whether  the  injury  to  head  as  alleged  was 
received  bv  the  claimant  while  he  was  in  line  of  dutv.  There  is  no 
reliable  evidence  in  the  record  that  there  were  any  serious  results  from 
the  blow  received  by  the  claimant  in  the  drunken  brawl  with  his  wife, 
but  the  presumption  arises  that  where  there  was  a  blow  there  must 
have  been  some  resulting  injury.  The  claimant  says  he  never  received 
an  injury  to  his  head  other  than  the  one  in  the  service,  and  while  this 
maj-  \}e.  the  fact,  no  warrant  for  believing  this  statement  is  found  in 
the  evidence  in  the  case. 

The  claim  for  increase  on  account  of  catarrh  (new  disability)  was 
properly  rejected  on  the  ground  that  two  witnesses  before  the  special 
examiner  swear  that  claimant  had  catarrh  prior  to  his  entry  into  the 
service.  One  of  these  witnesses  appeal's  to  be  prejudiced,  but  because 
of  an  absence  of  a  record  for  treatment  in  the  service  and  the  fact  that 
no  application  was  made  on  this  account  until  1890,  and  the  chaiucter 
of  the  testimony  relied  upon  to  prove  origin  in  the  service  and  con- 
tinuance after  service  to  date  of  filing  claim  the  action  is  considered 
right. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  application  for  restoiution 
and  increase  is  afiSrmed. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  withholding  the  pension  granted  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys 
paid  under  the  old  law  claim  is  reversed. 


marriage— void  marriage-estoppel.. 
Phebe  Ann  Coburn,  now  Bobbins  (alleged  wii>ow). 

The  claimant  is  shown  to  have  separated  from  the  soldier  shortly  after  his  return 
from  the  Army  and  in  1866  (while  the  soldier  was  still  living)  marritnl  one  A.  J. 
Pebbles,  with  whom  she  lived  until  he  abandoned  her  in  1880.  The  noldierdied 
in  1871.  She  alleged  that  she  had  heard  that  the  soldier  wa*i  dead  l)efore  nhe 
married  Pebbles,  but  learned  that  he  was  alive  some  time  afterwards — alK)Ut  a 
vear  before  his  death. 

fleid:  That  by  her  marriage  to  Pebbles  in  1866,  and  8ul)8tHjuent  conduct  she  is 
estopped  from  claiming  pension  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Aiiifhitant  Secretary  V,  L.  Campbell  to  tlw  Commimion^nr  of  PtnaUms^ 

April  30,  1901. 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  appealed  pension  chiini 
(No.  276930)  of  Phebe  Ann  Coburn  (now  Robbins),  allotted  widow  of 
Hutterfield  V.  Coburn,  deceased,  formerly  a  soldier  in  ('onipativ  F, 
Eighth  New  Hampshire  Infantry.  The  said  soldier  died  on  »Fune  24, 
1871;     The  claimant  filed  her  application  for  pension  as  his  widow  on 
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June  28,  1880,  and  it  was  rejected  in  August,  1890,  after  a  special 
examination,  on  the  ground  that  "the  claimant  married  A.  J.  Pebbles 
in  1866,  before  the  soldier  died,  and  continued  to  live  with  him  as  his 
wife  to  the  year  1880."  An  appeal  was  taken  on  October  25,  1898,  in 
which  it  is  contended  that  if  it  be  true  that  the  claimant  married  Peb- 
bles prior  to  the  death  of  the  soldier  (which  she  denies)  the  marriage 
was  illegal  and  void  and  constitutes  no  bar  to  her  receiving  pension  as 
the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

The  facts  in  the  case,  as  developed  by  the  special  examination,  are 
as  follows: 

The  soldier  and  the  claimant  were  lawfully  married  on  Ma}^  2,  1846, 
and  lived  together  until  his  enlistment  in  the  Army  on  Dec^^mbtn-  21, 
1861,  during  which  time  several  children  were  born  to  them.  After 
his  discharge  from  the  Army,  on  November  21,  1863,  the  soldier 
returned  to  her,  and  they  lived  together  for  a  time,  but  his  health  was 
broken  and  he  was  probably  unable  to  support  himself,  nmch  less  his 
famih\  He  appears  to  have  taken  to  roving  about,  returning  to  h^r 
family  at  intervals.  During  one  of  his  absences,  in  the  fall  of  1866, 
the  claimant  was  married  to  one  A.  J.  Pebbles.  She  alleges  that  she 
had  received  information  that  the  soldier  was  dead.  Pebbles  savs  she 
told  him  she  had  procured  a  divorce.  However  that  may  have  been, 
Pebbles  and  she  were  formally  married  and  lived  together  as  husband 
and  wife  until  1880,  when  Pebbles  abandoned  her  and  went  to  Cali- 
fornia, where  he  was  still  living  in  1890,  when  the  special  examination 
was  made.  The  soldier  died  in  the  almshouse  at  Dracut,  Mass.,  on 
June  24,  1871.  The  claimant  was  married  to  Jonas  Wilson  Robbins 
on  November  17,  1886.  The  claimant  admitted  to  a  special  examiner 
in  July,  1890,  that  she  was  married  to  Pebbles  in  1866,  but  declared 
she  ceased  to  cohabit  with  him  as  a  wife  when  she  learned  that  the 
soldier  was  still  living,  and  thereafter  lived  with  him  in  the  capacity 
of  a  housekeeper  only.  It  is  admitted,  however^  that  she  was  known 
in  the  community  in  which  they  resided  as  Mrs.  Pebbles  during  the 
whole  time  they  were  living  together,  and  this,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  admission  that  they  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife  during 
a  part  of  that  time,  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  that  thej^  con- 
tinued to  occupy  the  same  relation  to  each  other  until  they  sepiinited 
in  1880.  There  is  no  evidence  except  the  claimant's  statejiient  to 
rebut  that  presumption;  on  the  contmry  there  is  considei'able  evidence 
to  support  it. 

Emma  J.  Swan  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  Pebbles 
and  the  claimant  came  to  her  house  together  al>out  1878,  and  that  they 
were  living  together  as  man  and  wife  at  that  time. 

PeJibles  himself  testified  that  the}'^  cohabited  as  man  and  wife  up  to 
the  time  he  went  to  California. 
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His  son,  George  D.  Pebbles,  testified  to  the  same  effect. 

Alvin  Burleigh,  an  attorney  at  law,  testified  that  in  November, 
1880,  the  claimant  consulted  him  in  regard  to  a  justice  suit  brought 
against  her  by  one  John  S.  Bobbins,  with  reference  to  her  rights  and 
interests,  as  wife  of  A.  J.  ^febbles,  in  the  farm  formerly  owned  and 
occupied  by  the  latter.  Afiiant  heard  no  question  raised  at  any  time 
as  to  the  fact  that  she  was  Pebbles'  legal  wife.  The  basiness  between 
them  was  under  the  presumption  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Pebbles. 

The  claimant  is  attacking  the  validity  of  her  marriage  to  Pebbles 
in  order  to  secure  a  pension  as  the  widow  of  Coburn.  The  law  pre- 
sumes in  favor  of  the  marriage.  As  was  said  in  the  case  of  Louisa  C. 
Germain  (11  P.  D.,  66): 

It  may  l)e  assumed  a^  a  principle  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  and  legality  obtains  as  to  all  proven  marriages,  and  that  in 
cases  where  one  party  has  been  shown,  to  have  married  twice,  the  presumption  of 
the  validity  of  both  marriages  obtains  until  the  contrary  is  shown  by  competent 
proof.  Where  a  sec^ond  marriage  is  shown,  the  legal  presumption  at  once  arises  that 
the  first  marriage  had  \)een  dissolved,  either  by  death  or  divorce,  at  the  time  the 
second  was  contracted. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  claimant's  marriage  to  Coburn  had  not  been 
dissolved  liy  death  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  to  Pebbles,  but  it  has 
not  l)een  shown  that  it  had  not  been  dissolv^ed  by  divorce.  On  the 
contrarv  there  is  evidence  that  she  claimed  to  have  been  divorced. 
The  burden  of  proving  that  there  was  no  divorce  is  upon  her,  and  the 
proof  has  not  as  yet  been  furnished. 

But,  assuming  that  there  was  no  divorce  and  that  the  marriage  to 
Coburn  stood  as  a  bar  to  a  legal  marriage  to  Pebbles  in  1866,  the  bar 
was  removed  by  the  death  of  Coburn  in  1871,  and  the  parties  contin- 
ued to  live  together  and  hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  man  and 
wife  for  nine  years  after  that.  The  question  then  arises  whether  a 
valid  marriage  did  not  arise  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  the 
matrimonial  consent  being  presumable  from  their  acts  and  it  not  being 
shown  that  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  they  resided  (New  Hamp- 
shire) required  a  formal  celebration. 

There  is,  however,  another  phase  of  the  case  to  be  considered  which 
presents  more  serious  objections  to  the  allowance  of  the  claim  than 
those  already  mentioned.  It  is  clearly  shown  that  the  claimant  for 
several  years  before  the  soldier's  death  (during  part  of  which  time,  at 
least,  she  knew  that  he  was  alive)  and  for  nine  years  thereaf tt»T  passed 
as  the  wife  of  Pebbles.  She  cohabited  with  him,  bore  his  name,  and 
after  he  left  her  claimed  a  wife's  interest  in  his  property.  In  so  far 
as  she  could,  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  she  renounced 
her  matrimonial  connection  with  Coburn  and  proclaimed  herself  the 
wife  of  Pebbles.  It  has  been  held  by  the  Department  in  several  sim- 
ilar cases  that  a  woman  is  estopped  by  such  conduct  from  subsequently 
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denyinjif  the  validity  of  the  second  marriage  in  order  to  obtain  pension 
as  widow  of  the  first  husband.  (See  Digest  of  Pension  and  Bounty 
Land  Decisions,  p.  433,  and  cases  therein  cited.) 

There  can  be  no  question  that  if  the  claimant  were  now  living  ¥rith 
Pebbles  and  holding  herself  out  to  the  world  as  his  wife  she  would 
not  be  i)ermitted  to  dmw  pension  as  the  widow  of  Coburn,  upon  show- 
ing that  she  was,  in  fact,  not  married  to  Pebbles;  and  this  is  true 
regardless  of  the  statute  of  August  7,  1882,  relative  to  adulterous 
cohabitation.  It  is  simply  unthinkable  that  the  Government  would 
pa}^  her  pension  as  the  unmarried  widow  of  one  man  knowing  her  to 
be  living  avowedly  as  the  wife  of  another  man.  This  being  true,  does 
it  not  follow  that  she  is  precluded  from  receiving  pension  for  an^-  past 
time  during  which  she  was  living  as  and  I'epresenting  herself  to  be  the 
wife  of  Pebbles. 

If  she  had  applied  for  pension  prior  to  1880,  the  Pension  Bureau 
might  properly  have  said:  ^' You  are  the  reputed  wife  of  Pebbles;  by 
your  marriage  to  him  in  1866  and  by  your  continued  cohabitation 
with  him  after  you  l)ecame  aware  that  the  soldier  was  still  living  (if 
indeed  you  ever  really  believed  him  to  be  dead)  you  are  estopped  from 
claiming  to  be  the  widow  of  the  soldier.  On  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  if  on  no  other,  you  will  not  be  permitted  to  impeach  your  mar- 
riage to  Pebbles  and  to  convict  yourself  of  bigamy  and  adultery  in 
order  that  you  may  obtain  a  pension  on  account  of  the  soldier  towaixi 
whom  you  had,  for  years  before  his  death,  failed  to  perform  the  duty 
or  recognized  the  obligations  of  a  wife." 

The  reasons  which  would  have  justified  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
at  that  time  are  equalh^  potent  to-day,  having  been  in  no  way  affected 
by  Pet)bles's  deseilion  of  the  claimant.  The  rejection  will  therefore 
shmd. 
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Elizabeth  Williamson  (widow). 

The  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Arkansas  in  1879 
against  tiie  claimant,  who  was  in  the  State  of  lllinoin,  i?  void  for  the  reason  that 
tiie  statutory  recjuirement  that  the  warning  order  should  be  published  was  not 
coniplitnl  with. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Canrphtll  to  tlw  Cmnwissioner  of  Pensions^ 

June  i'3,  1901. 

Thomas  G.  Williamson,  formerly  lieutenant-i'olonel  of  the  Tenth 
Indiana  Volunteer  Cavalry,  died  on  January  23, 1882.  On  September 
11,  1890,  Elizabeth  Williamson,  as  his  widow,  filed  a  declaration  for 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Her  claim 
was  adjudicated  on  August  5,  1897,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
the  soldier  had  procured  a  divorce  from  her  on  November  5,  1879. 
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On  March  11,  1901,  the  claimant  filed  additional  evidence  a8  a  basis 
for  reopening  her  claim,  including  a  transcript  of  divorce  proceedings 
had  at  the  fall  term,  1879,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Mississippi  County, 
State  of  Arkansas.  It  appears  that  on  September  2,  1879,  the  soldier 
filed  a  complaint  for  divorce  in  said  court  against  the  claimant,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  they  were  married  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and 
afterwards  removed  to  the  State  of  Tennessee,  where  they  resided 
until  about  the  Ist  day  of  February,  1875,  at  which  time  the  claimant 
willfully  and  without  reasonable  cause  deserted  him  and  resided  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  him  for  two  whole  years  and  since,  and  that  she 
is  now  residing  somewhere,  as  he  is  informed  and  believes,  in  the 
State  of  Illinois.  The  soldier  further  alleged  that  he  was  a  resident 
of  Mississippi  County,  Ark.,  and  had  been  for  one  year  next  before 
the  filing  of  his  complaint,  and  that  his  alleged  cause  for  divorce 
occurred  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  was  a  legal  cause  for  divorce 
in  that  State. 

It  also  appears  that  on  the  day  upon  which  said  complaint  was  filed 
Messrs.  McVeigh  and  Semmes,  attorneys,  were  appointed  to  represent 
the  nonresident  defendant.  Subsequently,  said  attorneys  made  a  report 
and  placed  the  same  on  file,  which  reads  as  follows: 

That  some  two  months  since,  they  wrote  to  the  defendant  at  her  poet-office  in 
Strasbur^,  111.,  informing  her  of  the  institution  and  nature  of  this  action  and  asking 
for  any  defense  she  might  have  to  make;  and  that,  although  they  are  advised  that 
said  letter  was  received,  they  have  had  no  response  from  her;  that  they  have  exam- 
ined the  pleadings  herein  and  see  no  reason  why  plaintiff  should  not  proceed  in  the 
manner  preHcrilnnl  by  law. 

Upon  the  filing  of  said  report  it  appears  that  the  court  adjudged 
and  decreed  that  the  bonds  of  matrimony  heretofore  existing  between 
the  plaintiff,  Thomas  G.  Williamson,  and  the  defendant,  Elizabeth 
Williamson  "be  dissolved  and  held  void  and  of  no  effect." 

The  claimant,  in  an  affidavit,  attacks  this  decree  of  divorce,  setting 
up  the  following  state  of  facts,  in  which  she  is  corrol)orated  by  the 
testimony  of  the  daughter  and  only  child  of  the  parties,  Mrs.  Cora 
Richman.  She  denies  that  she  ever  received  any  notice  of  the  divorce 
proceedings  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment;  that  she  did  not 
desert  her  husband  as  alleged  by  him  in  his  complaint  for  divorce, 
neither  did  they  ever  reside  in  the  State  of  Tennessee;  that  in  1876 
their  home  was  in  Mattoon,  111.,  where  the  soldier  mortgaged  their 
home  for  $500  and  left,  stating  that  he  was  going  south  into  Tennessee 
where  he  could  make  more  money;  that,  after  he  left,  she  received 
letters  from  him  from  Kichardson's  Landing,  Tennessee;  that  in  the 
fall  of  1877,  she  and  her  daughter  visited  him  while  he  was  very  sick 
and  remained  with  him  one  month;  that  when  they  started  to  return 
home,  the  soldier  took  them  to  the  boat  landing  and  told  them  that  he 
would  be  at  home  io  six  weeks;  that  he  did  not  return  to  his  home, 
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and  for  that  reason  she  was  compelled  to  go  to  her  father's  at  Stras- 
burg,  III. 

The  application  for  reopening  the  case  was  considered  on  April  26, 
1901,  and  held  to  be  insufficient,  as  the  divorce  proceedings  were 
apparently  regular,  and  that  the  defendant  received  constructive  notice 
as  contemplated  by  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  May  2, 1901,  resting  upon  the 
contention  therein  set  forth,  as  follows: 

Relative  to  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Williamson,  widow  of  Thomas  G.  William- 
son, for  widow's  pension  filed  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  number  469179, 
lieutenant-colonel,  Tenth  Indiana  Cavalry,  also  Mexican  War,  we  hereby  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  rejecting  it,  August  12,  1897,  on 
the  ground  that  claimant  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  having  been 
shown  that  he  was  divorced  from  her  November  5,  1879.  Since  the  rejection  we 
have  filed  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  divorce  proceedings  and  evidence,  which 
shows  beyond  a  doubt  that  the  divorce  in  question  was  obtained  fraudulently,  inas- 
much that  claimant  was  never  served  by  publication,  or  otherwise,  as  the  law 
required.  Furthermore  the  claimant  never  Hied  in  the  State  alleged  in  the  petition^  and 
under  the  recent  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  the  divorce  is  nulled.  We  contend 
that  the  evidence  filed  since  the  rejection  shows  that  this  case  is  identical  with  the 
Annie  M,  Shipp  case,  current  number  67, 11  P.  D.,  226,  dated  February  8, 1901,  in  which 
you  reversed  the  action,  and  we  resx)ectfully  request  that  the  same  action  be  taken  in 
this  case. 

There  is  a  statutory  provision  in  force  in  the  State  of  Arkansas 
that  where  the  defendant  in  an  action  is  a  nonresident — 

The  clerk  shall  make  upon  the  complaint  an  order  warning  such  defendant  to 
appear  in  the  action  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  of  making  the  order. 

It  is  further  provided  by  statute  that — 

The  court  may  make  the  warning  order  upon  the  requisite  facts  being  satisfactorily 
shown  by  afi&davit  or  other  proof.  Warning  orders  shall  be  published  weekly  for 
at  least  four  weeks. 

It  is  also  provided  that  in  cases  where  a  defendant  has  been  thus 
construc^tively  summoned  an  attorney  shall  be  appointed  thirty  days 
before  judgment,  who  shall  defend  and  inform  the  defendant  of  the 
action.  In  this  case  the  attorney  seems  to  have  been  duly  appointed, 
but  the  record  of  the  proceedings  does  not  disclose  the  fact  that  the 
warning  order  was  "published  weekly  for  at  least  four  weeks"  or  for 
any  other  length  of  time. 

It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that,  in  divorce  proceedings,  where  the 
defendant  is  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  which  the  action  is  pending  the  statutory  requirements  must 
be  complied  with.  This  principle  is  expounded  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Cheely  v.  Clayton  (110  U.  8.,  701). 
James  W.  Clayton  had  obtained  a  divorce  in  the  Territory  of  Colorado 
against  his  wife,  Samh  A.,  who  was  in  the  State  of  Illinois.  The  cause 
for  divorce,  as  alleged,  was  to  the  effect  that  thq  plaintiff  had  taken 
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tho  defendant  to  the  State  of  Illinois  in  iMio,  and  that  >he  had  n^fustxl 
to  return  and  live  with  him  in  Colorado, 

Sarah  A.  Clavton,  the  divoived  wife,  desiTibintf  herself  as  a  citizen 
and  resident  of  Illinois  and  widow  and  heir  at  law  of  James  W.  Olav- 
ton,  decea*^.  brought  suit  in  the  eireuit  cH>urt  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  Colorado  to  reix>ver  a  tn\4't  of  land  in  the  i*ountv 
of  Jefferson  and  State  of  Colorado  and  a  K>de  mining  claim  and  quartz 
mill  in  Gilpin  County,  in  that  Stiite.  and  the  i*ents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof.  The  case  came  Ix^fore  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  on  a  writ  of  error  to  said  circuit  court. 

The  laws  of  the  Territory  provided  for  notice  by  publii^ation,  and 
also  required  the  sheriff  to  serve  the  summons  personally  upon  the 
defendant  if  found  within  his  iMiiliwick.  The  supi'eme  court  of  the 
Territorv  had  de<*ided  that  in  such  a  «ise  it  wjis  the  dutv  of  the  sheriff 
to  retain  the  summons  in  his  hands  until  the  return  day,  in  compli- 
ance with  a  statutory  provision  which,  in  addition  to  service  by  pub- 
lication, said: 

But  this  pnK^eeiiing  shall  not  dispeiii^  with  the  usual  exertion  on  the  ))art  of  the 
sheriff  to  serve  the  summons. 

The  sheriff  in  the  Clayton  case  had  made  an  entry  of  non  inventus 
thirtv  davs  before  the  return  dav. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Colorado,  in  a  <muso  in  which  the 
facets  were  similar,  had  held  that — 

Without  holdinfi;  the  writ  until  the  return  <lay  and  a  proj)er  rt»turn  atH'ordingly, 
tlie  publication  of  notice  will  not  avail  to  confer  juriwliction  upon  the  court  t<»  render 
final  decree  uix)n  the  i)etition.     (Vance  r.  Maroney,  4  Colorado,  47-49.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Cheely  v. 
Clayton  (110  U.  S.,  705-text)  held  as  follows: 

The  courtw  of  the  State  of  the  domicile  of  the  parties  douhtless  have  jurisdiction 
to  decree  a  divorce,  in  accordance  with  its  laws,  for  any  cause  allowed  by  thost^  laws, 
without  regard  to  the  place  of  the  marriage,  or  to  that  of  the  commission  of  the 
offense  for  which  the  divorce  is  granted;  and  a  divorce  so  obtained  is  valid  every- 
where. (Story  on  conflict  of  laws,  sec.  230a;  Cheever  r.  Wilson,  \)  Wall.,  108;  Har- 
vey r.  Famie,  8  App.  Cae.,  43.)  If  a  wife  is  living  apart  from  her  husband  without 
sufficient  cause,  his  domicile  is  in  law  her  domicile;  and,  in  the  ahsenire  of  any  proof 
of  fraud  or  misconduct  on  his  part,  a  divorce  obtained  by  him  in  the  Stat*^  of  his 
domicile,  after  reasonable  notice  to  her,  either  by  personal  service  or  l)y  i)ubIic4ition, 
in  accordance  with  its  laws,  is  valid,  and  although  she  never  in  ftu't  resided  in  that 
State.  (Burlen  v.  Shannon,  115  Mass.,  4:^8;  Hunt  r.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.,  218.)  But  in 
order  to  make  the  divorce  valid,  either  in  the  State  in  which  it  is  granted  or  in 
another  State,  there  must,  unless  the- defendant  appeared  in  the  suit,  have  l)een  such 
notitre  to  her  as  the  law  of  the  first  State  requires. 

Thirt  decision  is  in  perfect  harmony  with  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Emma  H.  Cooper  (10  P.  D.,  434)  and  with  that  of 
Anna  M.  Shipp  (11  P.  D.,  226). 
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The  statutory  requirement  that  the  warning  order  should  be  pub- 
lished was  not  complied  with,  and  for  that  reason  the  decree  of  divorce 
is  void. 

The  claimant's  case  is  very  much  strengthened  by  the  testimony 
taken  on  special  examination  in  Strasburg,  111.,  in  1897.  The  trend 
of  that  testimony  is  to  the  effect  that  the  soldier  abandoned  his  wife 
in  Illinois,  and  voluntarily  remained  away  from  her,  which  rebuts  the 
allegation  in  his  complaint  for  divorce  that  she  had  abandoned  him  in 
the  State  of  Tennessee. 

For  reasons  herein  set  forth  the  action  complained  of  is  reversed, 
with  directions  that  the  case  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 

NAVY  PENSION^-SKCriONS  4766,  4757,  AN1>  4818,  R.  S. 

WiLLJAM   FlNLEY. 

This  penfiioner,  being  an  inmate  and  beneficiary  of  the  Naval  Asylum,  Philadelphia, 
Pa.,  the  money  benefit  of  $13.25  per  month,  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the 
section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  for  twenty  years'  service  in  the  Navy,  and  in  lieu 
of  which  he  accepted  the  home  in  the  asylum,  was  paid  to  the  governor  of  that 
institution,  by  virtue  of  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes.  He  was  granted  leave 
for  six  months  in  1896,  and  during  such  leave  was  permitted  to  receive  the 
$13.25  per  month,  in  person.  During  this  leave,  also,  he  applied  for  and  was 
allowed  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  for  service  in  the  Mexican  war,  under  the 
act  of  January  29, 1887,  but  the  first  payment  on  this  certificate,  which  included 
arrears  from  the  date  of  the  act,  was  paid  to  the  governor  of  the  asylum,  by  the 
pension  agent,  and  pensioner  was  only  allowed  to  draw  the  amount  becoming 
due  during  the  i)eriod  of  his  leave  from  the  asylum. 

It  has  been  held  in  a  dec'ision  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Treasury  (3  Dec.,  Comp.  of 
Treasury,  568),  that^ 

''Section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  requiring  the  pension  of  any  navy  officer,  seaman, 
or  marine  entitled  to  a  pension  to  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  during 
his  continuance  in  a  navy  hospital  only  applies  to  such  pension  the  benefit  of 
which  the  pensioner  was  actually  receiving  at  the  time  he  was  in  the  hospital, 
and  does  not  include  a  pension  acquired  after  he  left  the  hospital.'' 

Following  this  ruling,  while  the  pensioner  was  still  constructively  a  beneficiary  of 
the  asylum,  although  on  leave,  yet  he  was  not  actually  an  inmate,  and  the 
recognition  by  the  asylum  authorities  and  pension  agent  of  his  right  to  draw  his 
pension  during  the  period  of  such  absence  carried  with  it  the  right  to  draw  all  of 
such  pension,  including  the  arrears  under  the  Mexican  war  act,  title  to  w^hich 
was  determined  while  he  was  not  an  inmate  of  the  asylum.  The  payment  of 
HU(;h  arrears  to  the  governor  or  treasurer  of  the  asylum  was  erroneous,  and  to 
this  extent  the  appeal  is  sustained.  Other  points  in  the  appeal  are  overruled  in 
accordance  with  former  decisions  (John  Spencer,  7  P.  D.,  152;  Richard  Ewing, 
8  P.  D.,  44),  except  in  so  far  as  the  scaling  clause  of  section  4757,  Revised 
Statutes,  is  made  to  apply  to  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes. 

AnHiitaiit  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  tlie  Cormnisaiojier  of  Pensums^ 

Jun^  25,  1901. 

William  Finley,  late  captain  of  forecastle  and  seaman,  United  States 
Navy,  and  Mexican  War  survivor,  after  a  service  of  more  than  twenty 
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yeiirs,  was  honorably  discharged  May  9,  1873.  Soon  thereafter  he 
lH»canie  an  inmate  and  beneficiary  of  the  United  States  Naval  Asylum, 
Philadelphia,  Pa.,  by  virtue  of  the  law  creating  said  institution. 
While  such  inmate  he  filed,  March  30,  1881,  an  application  for  an 
allowance  under  the  provisions  of  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes, 
which  is  as  follows: 

There  Hhall  be  paid  out  of  the  naval  pension  fund  to  every  person  who,  from  age 
or  infirmity,  is  disabled  from  sea  service,  but  who  has  served  as  an  enlisted  person 
ill  the  Navy  or  Marine  Corps  for  the  period  of  twenty  years,  and  not  been  discharged 
for  misconduct,  in  lieu  of  being  provided  with  a  home  in  the  Naval  Asylum,  Phila- 
delphia, if  he  so  elects,  a  sum  equal  to  one-half  the  pay  of  his  rating  at  the  time  he 
was  discharged,  to  be  paid  to  him  quarterly,  under  the  direction  of  the  C!ommis8ioner 
of  Pensions;  and  applications  for  such  pension  shall  be  made  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  who,  upon  being  satisfieil  that  the  applicant  comes  within  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  shall  certify  the  same  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  such  certifi- 
cate shall  be  his  warrant  for  making  payment  as  herein  authorized. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  having  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  the  facts  in  the  case  a  certificate  was  issued  in  the  claimant's 
favor  for  $13.25  per  month,  being  one-half  his  pay  while  in  active 
service.  This  certificate  was  dated  Jul}'  5,  1881,  and  the  allowance 
thereunder  was  paid  to  the  governor  of  the  asylum,  as  the  agent  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  under  the  provisions  of  section  4813, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  follows: 

Whenever  any  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine,  entitled  to  a  pension,  is  admitted 
to  a  navy  hospital,  the  pension,  during  his  (x>ntinuanc«  in  the  hospital,  shall  be  paid 
to  the  Sectretary  of  the  Navy  and  deducted  from  the  account  of  such  pensioner. 

The  pensioner  or  beneficiary  obtained  leave  of  absence  from  the 
asylum  April  1,  1896,  which,  with  extensions,  continued  six  months, 
or  to  October  1,  1896.  During  this  period  he  was  permitted  to  draw 
the  allowance  of  $13.25  per  month  upon  his  own  voucher,  the  certifi- 
cate being  turned  over  to  him  for  that  purpose.  This  was  in  accord- 
ance with  a  regulation  of  the  asylum,  of  which  it  is  stated: 

Although  so  connecte<i  with  the  home  as  to  be  borne  upon  its  rolls  as  a  beneficiary, 
and  wearing  clothing  previously  supplied  as  such,  and  at  liberty  to  return  at  any 
moment,  any  beneficiary  is  allowed  to  draw  for  his  own  use  that  portion  of  his  pen- 
sion accruing  during  such  period. 

This  regulation  is  in  strict  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  the  two  sections 
l>efore  quoted,  the  one  providing  that  if  he  so  elects  he  may  take  the 
allowance  of  money  ii'i  lieu  of  a  home  in  the  asylum,  and  the  other 
providing  that  only  while  he  continues  in  the  home  or  hospital  shall 
his  pension  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  be  deducted  from 
his  account.  It  is  true  that  the  language  of  the  regulation  seems  to 
warrant  the  inference  that  the  beneficiary  was  still  regarded  as  an 
inmate  of  the  asylum,  although  on  leave,  but  this  is  not  material  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  his  separation  from  the  asylum  for  even  a  short 
time  is  recognized  as  entitling  him  to  have  his  pension  certificate  and 
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to  dniw  his  pension  thereon  from  the  pension  agent.  But  this  subject 
and  the  effect  of  the  recognition  thus  acex)rded  the  l)eneficiary  will  }>e 
referred  to  later. 

Immediately  after  his  leave  began  pensioner  filed,  April  3,  1896,  a 
claim  for  pension  as  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  war,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887.  Such  claim  was  allowed  June 
18,  1890,  at  a  rating  of  $8  per  month,  to  commence  from  the  date  of 
the  act.  In  issuing  the  certificate  for  said  pension  it  was  made  to  cover 
both  amounts,  viz,  the  $S  per  month  and  the  $13.25  per  month,  thus 
making  a  pension  of  $21.25  per  month.  But  the  first  payment  on  this 
certificate,  including  arrears,  which  amounted  to  more  than  $8(K),  was 
not  made  to  the  pensioner  himself,  but  to  the  governor  or  tre4ksurer  of 
the  Naval  Asylum.  The  pensioner,  however,  was  allowed  to  draw 
that  portion  of  his  pension  accruing  during  the  time  he  was  on  leave, 
but  no  longer,  the  privilege  ceasing  with  his  return  to  the  asylum. 

This  action  of  denying  him  the  arrears  of  his  Mexican  War  {>ension, 
or  any  portion  of  such  pension  while  he  was  in  the  asylum,  is  assigned 
as  error  in  an  appeal  entered  November  20, 1897.  But  while  this  con- 
stitutes the  principal  contention  another  of  almost  equal  importance, 
maintains  that,  under  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  even  the  former 
allowance,  or  service  pension  under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes, 
should  not  be  paid  to  the  asylum  authorities  except  to  ])e  held  in  trust 
for  him  until  he  should  leave  the  institution.  In  support  of  these  con- 
tentions others,  in  the  nature  of  arguments,  are  made,  as,  that  the 
Naval  Asylum  is  not  a  hospital  in  the  sense  used  in  section  4813, 
Revised  Statutes;  that,  in  any  event,  the  latter  section  has  become 
inoperative,  if  not,  in  effect,  repealed  by  reason  of  later  legislation 
which  changes  the  conditions  under  which  the  section  applied;  that 
the  money  benefit  named  in  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  not 
strictly  a  pension,  and  that  appellant  certainly  has  the  right  to  receive 
one  or  the  other  of  the  allowances  even  while  in  the  asj^lum. 

Other  points  incidental  to  the  main  issues  are  referred  to  in  the 
appeal,  and  comment  and  argument  are  offered  to  sustain  them. 
Indeed,  these  comments  go  so  far  as  to  constitute  charges  of  miscon- 
struction, or  worse,  against  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  and  the  Navy 
Department.  As  a  matter  of  fac*t  this  appeal  is  elaborated  to  such 
extent  that  an  attempt  to  meet  and  discuss  fully  all  the  matters  men- 
tioned therein  would  not  only  open  up  the  whole  subject  of  naval 
pensions  and  naval  hospitals — their  origin  and  history — but  would 
make  this  paper  of  excessive  length.  However,  it  may  l)e  necessary 
as  a  preliminary  to  the  determination  of  the^  principal  question  to  dis- 
pose of  some  of  the  incidental  matters  in  as  brief  a  way  as  possible. 
Fortunately  this  task  is  lightened  by  the  fact  that  the  subjects  involved 
are  not  altogether  new,  but  have  been  discussed  in  former  decisions  in 
response  to  appeals  by  the  same  attorney  who  prepared  this  one. 
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Two  of  the  most  notable  of  these  decisions  are  published — t'ases  of 
John  Spencer  (7  P.  D.,  152)  and  Richard  Ewing  (8  P.  D.,  44).  In  the 
first  of  these  it  was  held  on  points  applicable  to  the  present  case  that 
the  money  benefit  granted  by  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  a 
pension,  and  that  such  pension  is  and  was  intended  to  be  a  "further 
provision  for  the  support"  of  the  beneficiaries  therein  specified,  in 
addition  to  pensions  granted  by  other  laws;  also,  that  the  prohibitions 
in  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  proviso  to  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  are  inapplicable  and  constitute  no  bar 
to  the  payment  of  the  benefit  provided  by  section  4756,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  of  pension  under  other  grants;  and,  further,  that  in  a 
cai^e  where  both  the  money  benefit  under  the  section  named  and 
pension  under  other  laws  are  granted  the  former  should  be  scaled  to 
one-fourth  the  amount  of  the  latter,  as  indicated  by  the  last  clause 
of  section  4757,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  other  decision  cited  it  was  held  that  the  Naval  Home,  or 
Asj^ura,  at  Philadelphia,  is  a  naval  hospital  within  the  meaning  of 
section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  and  pensions  due  to  inmates  thereof 
must,  under  the  provisions  of  said  section,  be  paid  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy;  also,  that  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  has  no  appli- 
cation to  said  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  payment  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  provided  for  therein;  and,  further,  that  there 
is  no  provision  of  law  for  requiring  the  officials  of  the  Naval  Asylum 
to  hold  in  trust  the  benefits  and  pensions  granted  by  section  4756, 
Revised  Statutes,  and  other  laws,  although  there  are  provisions  of 
that  nature  in  regard  to  inmates  of  the  National  Home  for  Disabled 
Volunteer  Soldiers. 

Reviewing  these  decisions,  and  the  basis  upon  which  the  several 
|)oint8  are  settled  therein,  it  is  found  that,  except  in  a  minor  particular, 
they  are  sustained  by  the  plain  provisions  of  the  statutes  under 
accepted  rules  of  construction  as  well  as  by  sound  reason  and  logic,  so 
that  additional  elaborate  comment  is  unnecessary  to  apply  the  rulings 
to  the  case  at  bar.  That  the  provision  of  money  in  section  4756, 
Revised  Statutes,  for  long  and  faithful  service  is  a  pension  to  all 
intents  and  pui'poses  is  hardly  open  to  question;  and  the  reasons  for 
so  regarding  it,  as  stated  in  the  Spencer  case,  namely,  that  it  is  a  gra- 
tuitous allowance  and  conforms  to  all  the  definitions  of  a  pension,  and 
that  it  is  called  a  pension  in  the  statute  itself,  outweigh  any  arguments 
against  it.  This  money  benefit  is  certainly  not  a  debt  due  the  bene- 
ficiary. It  is  based  upon  no  sort  of  contitict,  and  it  can  not  be  placed 
in  the  same  relative  position  as  retired  pay  to  officers,  because  there  is 
no  provision  of  law  analogous  to  that  which  provides  for  the  latter.  It 
is  simply  a  manifestation  of  the  bount}'  of  the  Government  based  on 
gratitude  and  appreciation  of  faithful  service,  as  in  the  grant  of  all 
other  pensions.     It  is  only  different  from  other  pensions  in  that  it 
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has  respect  alone  to  the  lengfth  of  service  of  the  beneficiary  and  his 
age  or  infirmity,  and  provides  a  specific  sum  for  aiding  in  his  mainte- 
nance, based  on  his  pay  while  in  active  service,  and  does  not  place  him  in 
the  category  of  those  whose  ratings  are  fixed  by  a  schedule  or  depend- 
ent on  some  fact  to  be  ascertained.  It  is  as  if  a  spec!iaIai*tof  Congre^ss 
were  passed  in  relation  to  each  of  such  beneficiaries.  The  statute  i.s, 
indeed,  of  the  nature  of  a  special  act  for  a  particular  class. 

Yet,  it  is  true  that  while,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  money  benefit  pro- 
vided by  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  is  a  pension,  it  is  of  a  differ- 
ent order  or  class  from  those  provided  by  other  laws  of  general  appli- 
cation, and  because  of  this,  as  well  as  because  the  provision  docs  not 
seem  to  exclude  the  beneficiary  from  the  additional  or  concurrent 
benefit  of  such  other  laws,  that  it  has  been  held  his  case  is  not  affected 
by  the  prohibition  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  which  forbids  the 
allowance  of  more  than  one  pension  at  the  same  time  to  the  same  per- 
son. Indeed,  the  act  of  March  2,  1867,  which  includes  both  sections 
4756  and  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  appears  to  expressly  recM>gnize  the 
right  of  the  beneficiaries  thereunder  to  concurrent  pension  under  other 
laws.  If,  then,  this  appearance  of  such  recognition  is  not  deceptive, 
and  if  the  view  that  the  statute  is  in  the  nature  of  a  special  act  is  cor- 
rect, the  prohibition  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  does  not  apply, 
nor  does  that  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  as  follows: 

That  no  person  who  is  now  receiving  or  shall  hereafter  receive  a  pension  under  a 
special  act  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  in  addition  thereto  a  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law,  unless  the  special  act  expressly  states  that  the  pension  granted  thereby  ia  in 
addition  to  the  pension  which  said  person  is  entitled  to  receive  under  the  general  law. 

Of  this  section  it  may  be  stated  that  the  exception  contained  in  the 
latter  clause  applies  with  especial  force  to  the  case  under  consideration. 
That  is,  the  act  of  March  2,  1867  (a  special  act),  under  which  j>ensioo 
is  being  received,  "expressly  states  (or  implies)  that  the  pension 
*  *  *  is  in  addition  to  the  pension  which  said  person  is  entitled  to 
receive  under  the  general  law,"  namely,  his  Mexican  War  pension. 

As  for  the  holding  in  the  Spencer  case  that  when  allowance  is  made 
of  additional  pension  under  other  laws  the  money  benefit  of  sections 
4756  and  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  should  be  not  exceeding  one-fourth 
the  rate  of  such  pension,  it  may  be  stated  that  after  a  careful  exami- 
nation of  the  provisions  it  seems  unmistakable  that  such  scaling  is 
applicable  alone  to  the  l)enefit  named  in  the  latter  section  (4757),  in 
which  it  is  provided  for.  It  is  true  the  two  sections  are  parts  of  one 
act — that  of  March  2, 1867 — but  the  one  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proviso  to 
the  other,  and  makes  an  entirely  separate  and  distinct  grant  to  a 
different  set  of  persons  of  similar  class,  based  upon  similar  but  distinct 
grounds  and  provides  a  very  different  mode  of  ascertaining  title  there- 
under. Besides,  the  very  terms  and  position  of  the  scaling  clause 
imply  that  it  has  relation  to  the  provision  for  those  whose  service  was 
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ten  years  or  more,  but  less  than  twenty.  After  specifically  describing 
how  the  title  of  such  set  of  persons  shall  be  ascertained  and  pension 
allowed,  it  declares  ''that  no  allowance  so  made  shall  exceed,"  etc., 
whereas  the  provision  of  the  chief  portion  of  the  act  (section  4756, 
Kevised  Statutes)  is  simply  for  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  a  home  in  the 
Naval  Asylum  (which  the  beneficiary  is  entitled  to  under  another  law), 
without  other  method  of  ascertaining  title  than  the  statement  of  his 
service  from  the  records  and  that  he  is  unfit  for  sea  service,  and  it  is 
dependent  in  no  way  upon  the  recommendation  o£  a  committee.  Again, 
it  is  true,  as  stated  in  the  decision  of  the  Spencer  case,  that  '^  sections 
4756  and  4757,  are  undoubtedly  to  be  construed  in  pari  materia,"  upon 
the  question  of  their  relation  to  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  but 
there  is  no  good  reason  for  confounding  their  provisions  as  regards 
the  scaling  of  the  benefits  named  in  each.  In  other  words,  the  bene- 
ficiary under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
amount  of  the  half  of  his  pay  while  in  active  service  in  addition  to  any 
pension  he  may  receive  under  other  laws,  while  the  beneficiary  under 
section  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  must,  in  case  he  is  granted  pension 
under  other  laws,  forfeit  the  ''suitable  amount  for  his  relief"  recom- 
mended and  allowed,  and  take  in  lieu  thereof  the  pension  and  one- 
fourth  of  the  same  added.  And,  in  so  far  as  the  holding  to  the  con- 
trary in  the  Spencer  case  might  apply  to  the  case  under  consideration, 
it  is  overruled. 

Now,  as  touching  the  question  whether  the  Naval  Home,  or  Asylum, 
at  Philadelphia  is  a  naval  hospital,  a  succinct  and  suflicient  answer  is 
given  in  the  reasons  for  holding  the  affirmative,  in  the  decision  of  the 
Ewing  case,  supra.     These  reasons  are  as  follows: 

1.  Because  its  establishment  was  provided  for  in  an  act  entitled  ''An  act  establish- 
ing navy  hospitals/'  and,  conformably  to  the  terms  of  said  act,  it  was  erected  on  one 
of  the  sites  selected  for  navy  hospitals  and  from  the  fund  set  apart  for  navy  hospitals. 

2.  Because  Congress  has  appropriated  money  for  its  improvement  and  repairs  as  a 
navy  hospital.     (9  Stat.  L.,  625,  and  11  id.,  47,  245,  and  406.) 

3.  Because  it  falls  within  the  definition  of  " hospital' '  given  by  lexicographers. 

4.  Because  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  holds  it  to  be  a  navy  hospital.  This,  in  itself, 
is  considered  a  sufficient  reason,  so  far  as  this  Department  is  concerned,  because  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  the  proper  person  to  decide  the  status  of  the  several  branches 
of  his  own  Department. 

If  more  detail  of  statement  were  required  it  might  be  recited  how, 
by  an  act  passed  July  16,  1798,  Congress  created  a  marine-hospital 
fund  by  requiring  the  deduction  of  20  cents  a  month  from  the  pay  of 
all  seamen  of  vessels  entering  the  ports  of  the  country;  how,  by  the 
act  of  March  2,  1799,  the  objects  and  resources  of  said  fund  were 
extended  to  the  Navy  of  the  United  States,  with  a  like  deduction  from 
the  pay  of  officers,  seamen,  and  marines,  and  the  subsequent  merging 
of  the  '* marine-hospital  fund"  into  the  "fund  for  navy  hospitals;" 
and  how  by  the  act  of  February  26,  1811,  these  navy  hospitals  were 
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authorized  and  provided  for  by  adding  to  the  fund  the  fines  imposed 
upon  o£Scei*s,  seamen,  and  marines,  and  by  creating  a  board  of  com- 
missioners to  select  sites  for  the  hospitals  and  to  set  apart  one  of  them 
&s  a  permanent  asylum  for  disabled  and  decrepit  officers,  seamen,  and 
marines. 

It  will  be  readily  understood,  therefore,  that  such  asjdum  (after- 
wards established  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.)  was  instituted  for  the  same 
object  and  purposes  and  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  and  regulations 
as  other  naval  hospitals.  Furthermore,  the  last  paragraph  or  provi- 
sion of  said  act  of  February  26, 1811,  contains  the  requirement  of  sec- 
tion 4813,  Revised  Statutes,  that  ''  when  an}'^  officer,  seaman,  or  marine 
entitled  to  a  pension  shall  be  admitted  into  a  navy  hospital  the  pen- 
sion, during  his  continuance  therein,  shall  be  paid  to  the  conmiis- 
sioners  of  the  navy  hospitals  and  deducted  from  the  account  of  such 
pensioner."  As  far  as  this  requirement  goes,  then,  it  is  clear  that  it 
applies  equally  to  the  Naval  Asylum  at  Philadelphia  as  to  any  other 
naval  hospital. 

Besides,  this  matter  is  now  settled  beyond  controversy,  however  it 
may  have  been  regarded  heretofore,  by  the  acts  of  Congress  enacted 
May  4,  1898,  and  March  3,  1899,  making  appropriations  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  Naval  Home  at  Philadelphia,  as  follows: 

And  whenever  any  officer,  seaman,  or  marine  entitled  to  a  pension  is  admitted  to 
the  Naval  Home  at  Philadelphia,  or  to  naval  hospital,  his  })en8ion,  while  he  remains 
there,  shall  be  (leducte<i  from  his  accounts  and  paid  to  the  Sec^retary  of  the  Navy  fur 
the  benefit  of  the  fund  from  which  such  home  or  hospital,  respectively,  is  main- 
tained; and  section  forty-eight  hundred  and  thirteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States  is  hereby  amended  accordingly. 

This  provision  likewise  answers  the  contention  of  the  appeal  that 
section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  had  been  repealed  or  had  betrome  inop- 
erative. It  is  clear  that  Congress  did  not  so  regard  it,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  further  to  notice  the  arguments  made  upon  this  point. 
Further,  the  provision  confirms  the  holding  in  the  decision  of  the 
Ewing  case,  hereinbefore  cited,  as  to  the  effect,  or  rather  the  lack  of 
bearing  of  the  prohibition  in  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  upon  the 
direction  in  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  as  to  the  payment  of  pen- 
sions of  inmates  or  beneficiaries  of  the  Naval  Home.  The  prohibition 
referred  to  is  as  to  the  payment  of  pension  to  any  person  other  than 
the  pensioner  entitled  thereto,  and  the  contention  is  that  said  pro- 
hibition repciiled  all  previous  directions  in  regard  to  the  payment  of 
pensions.     The  holding  in  the  decision  cited  is  as  follows: 

The  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  8,  1870  (sec.  47()6,  Rev.  Stat. ),  is  very  plain.  It 
was  designed  to  prevent  claim  agent«<,  attorneys,  brokers,  and  other  persons  from 
getting  possession  of  pension  money  due  tlieir  cliente  and  aj>proj)riating  it  to  their 
own  use.  It  was  not  designetl  to  change  existing  provisions  of  law  with  resjM^^'t  to 
the  jiayment  of  pensions  to  soldiers  or  sailors  who  were  inmates  of  homes  or  hos- 
pitals provided  at  public  expense. 
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As  stated,  the  provisions  of  the  recent  appropriation  acts,  as  quoted, 
appear  to  confirm  the  above  ruling,  in  intent  if  not  in  words,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Nav}^  (or  the  governor  of  the  asylum,  for  him)  is  the 
proper  person  to  receive  whatever  pension  may  be  granted  to  the  bene- 
ficiary while  in  the  asylum.  Not  only  so,  but  all  pension  due  such 
beneficiary  must  be  so  paid  and  not  the  money  benefit  provided  by 
.section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  only,  as  contended  in  the  appeal.  It 
has  been  seen  that  this  money  benefit  is  of  a  different  order  of  pension 
f  i-om  any  granted  under  other  laws,  and  is  allowed  only  in  lieu  of  a 
home  in  the  Naval  Asylum.  It  naturally  ceases  to  go  to  the  beneficiary 
when  he  accepts  such  home.  It  may  be  a  question  of  some  moment 
whether  the  said  money  benefit  can  be  properly  paid  to  anyone  during 
the  time  the  beneficiary  is  an  inmate  of  the  asylum.  This,  however, 
is  not  a  matter  for  consideration  here,  being  exclusively  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

As  for  any  other  pension  to  which  the  beneficiar}'  may  be  entitled, 
however,  there  can  be  no  serious  doubt  but  the  same  is  payable  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  (or  the  asylum  authorities)  while  such  pensioner 
is  an  inmate  and  is  being  maintained  in  the  institution.  The  direc- 
tion of  the  law  (sec.  4813,  Kev.  Stat.)  does  not  discriminate  as  to  the 
kind  of  pension,  or  iKjtween  the  pension  under  the  general  law  and 
the  money  benefit  provided  in  lieu  of  a  home,  but  it  is  general  in  its 
scope  and  must  be  taken  to  include  all  pension,  of  whatever  character, 
to  which  the  beneficiary  of  the  asylum  is  entitled.  So,  in  the  case 
under  considemtion,  it  is  held  that  the  payment  to  the  as3'^lum  authori- 
ties of  the  Mexican  War  pension  while  the  pensioner  is  an  inmate,  is 
proper  and  conformable  to  the  law. 

Thus,  having  disposed  of  the  various  incidental  contentions  of  the 
appeal  the  further  consideration  of  the  case  reverts  to  the  chief  and 
only  remaining  contention.  This  relates  to  the  fact  that  the  pension 
for  service  in  the  Mexican  war  was  applied  for  and  allowed  while  pen- 
sioner was  not  an  inmate  of  the  Naval  Asylum,  but  it  was  nevertheless 
paid  to  the  governor  of  said  institution.  It  is  insisted  that  whatever 
may  be  the  iTilings  on  the  other  i)oints  mentioned,  this  pension  should 
have  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  in  person  by  the  pension  agent.  In 
support  of  this  cx)ntention  is  cited  the  decision  of  the  Comptroller  of 
the  Treasury  in  the  case  of  Rol)ert  Kelly,  dated  May  4,  1897.  This 
decision  is  contained  in  a  communication  to  the  pension  agent  at  Phila- 
delphia, Pa.,  and,  being  short,  is  given  here  in  full,  as  follows: 

TREAsrRY  Dkpartment, 
Offick  ok  (Comptroller  of  the  Treasury, 

May  4y  IS97. 
Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  14th  ultimo  Htating  that  one  Rolwrt  Kelly,  h  ship's  corporal, 
who  at  various  intervals  between  February  3,  1S88,  and  Augunt  15,  1896,  ha<l  been 
an  inmate  of  the  naval  hospital  at  Philadelphia,  was  on  February  23,  by  certificate 
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No.  5939,  granted  a  j)en8ion  which  related  back  to  and  covered  the  period  of  time  he 
was  receiving  the  benefit  of  the  hospital,  and  asking  whether  you  should  pay  the 
pension  so  granted  to  the  pensioner  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  has  been  received. 

The  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  matter  are  to  be  determined  by  tlie  state  of  affaire 
that  existed  at  the  very  time  said  Kelly  was  in  the  home. 

Section  4813  reads:  "Whenever  any  navy  ofiicer,  seaman,  or  marine,  entitled  to  a 
pension,  is  admitted  to  a  navy  hospital,  the  pension,  during  his  continuance  in  the 
hospital  shall  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  deductetl  from  the  account 
of  such  pensioner." 

The  jwint  in  the  case  turns  upon  the  construction  to  l)e  platted  npon  the  wordfi 
"  entitled  to  a  jiension.*'  The  act  is  expressed  in  the  words  of  the  present  tense,  and 
therefore  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  Congress  had  in  mind  such  a  jiension  only  a^  the 
pensioner  was,  at  the  time  he  was  in  the  home,  actually  receiving  the  l)enefit  of,  and 
not  an  inchoate  contingent  right  that  might  or  might  not  rijien  into  a  pension  in  the 
future;  and  to  extend  the  application  of  the  statute  so  as  to  include  a  pension 
acquired  after  he  had  left  the  home  would  require  a  constructi(m  not  warranted  by 
the  language  used. 

You  are  therefore  authorized  to  jmy  the  pension  to  Mr.  Kelly  instead  of  to  the 
home.     (Decisions  of  (Comptroller  of  the  Treasury,  3,  568.) 

This  would  seem  to  be  very  good  authority  for  allowing  the  conten- 
tion of  this  appeal  last  referred  to.  It  will  be  observed  that  two  points 
especially  are  covered  by  said  decision,  viz,  that  it  is  onl}'  while  pen- 
sioner is  an  inmate  of  the  Naval  Asylum  that  his  pension  may^  be  paid 
to  the  governor,  and  not  to  himself,  and  this  pension  must  be  one  in 
esse  and  not  in  f  uturo — that  is,  title  to  the  same  must  have  l>ecn  declaimed 
while  he  was  yet  in  the  asylum,  and  is  not  inchoate  and  dependent  on 
facts  to  be  proved  and  judgments  to  T»e  rendered. 

But  with  this  much  admitted,  and  thus  far  recognizing  the  authority 
of  said  decision,  the  question  arises,  was  an  error  made  in  paying  the 
pension  in  this  case  —that  is,  the  Mexican  War  pension  to  the  governor 
of  the  Naval  Asylum  i?  The  settlement  of  this  question  depends  on  the 
answer  to  another,  viz,  was  pensioner  an  inmate  or  beneficiary  of  the 
asylum  at  the  time  his  title  to  this  pension  was  determined?  And 
herein  lies  the  whole  gist  of  the  case,  because  if  he  was  not,  the  decis- 
ion (juoted  may  be  said  to  control,  while,  if  he  was,  section  4813, 
Revised  Statutes,  must  ))e  held  applicable  to  the  first  paj'ment  of  pen- 
sion, as  well  as  to  any  other  while  he  was  in  the  asylum. 

The  question  above  indicated  seems  very  simple  of  solution,  but  it 
presents  some  difficulty  when  considered  in  its  full  imix)rt  There  is 
a  difference  in  the  status  of  this  pensioner,  William  Finley,  from  that 
of  Robert  Kelly,  in  which  the  (juoUmI  decision  was  made.  In  the  lat- 
ter case,  although  Kelly  had  been  off  and  on  an  inujatc  of  the  Naval 
Asylum  or  hospital  for  eight  years,  his  connection  therewith  had  been 
finally  severed  at  the  time  his  title  to  pension  was  determined,  so  that 
he  could  not  be  said  to  be  under  its  order  or  control  in  anv  manner, 
and  being  free  to  act  for  himself,  he  was  entitled  to  receive  his  pension 
in  person,  unless  by  construction  of  the  statute,  he  had  been  declared 
a  debtor  to  the  asylum,  which  is  not  the  case. 
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This  pensioner,  Finley,  is  not  in  the  same  category  with  Kelly,  and 
the  reasons  above  stated  for  paying  him  his  pension  in  person  do  not 
strictly  apply.  There  has  been  no  final  severing  of  his  relations  with 
the  asylum.  He  was  only  on  leave  for  a  stated  period  and  has  been  an 
inmate  since  that  leave  expired.  It  may  be  said  then,  that  he  was 
constructively  a  beneficiary  of  the  institution  even  while  on  leave.  Or 
at  least,  he  was  subject  to  the  order  of  the  authorities  there,  was  car- 
ried on  the  rolls,  was  wearing  clothes  furnished  by  the  asylum,  and 
was  free  to  return  to  its  shelter  whenever  he  chose  to  do  so.  To  all 
intents  and  pui-poses  then,  he  wsls  in  the  status  desc;ribed  by  the  statute 
(4813,  Rev.  Stat.)  in  the  language,  ^'during  his  continuance  in  the  hos- 
pital," although  not  literally  an  inmate.  On  such  a  basis,  therefore, 
the  payment  of  the  pension  to  the  governor  of  the  asylum  would  seem 
to  have  been  proper  and  sustained  b}^  the  law. 

But  there  is  another  view  which  has  been  recognized  by  the  asylum 
authorities  and  the  pension  agent,  and  which  would  appear  to  be  good 
basis  for  holding  that  he  was  entitled  to  receive  the  first  payment  of 
his  Mexican  War  pension  and  all  other  payments  due  while  he  was 
ai'tually  out  of  the  asylum.  This  consists  in  the  fact  that  notwith- 
standing he  was  constructively  a  beneficiary  of  the  institution  while 
on  leave,  he  was  allowed  during  such  leave  to  draw  the  money  benefit 
of  Jl>13.25  per  month,  under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  and,  after 
the  first  payment  on  his  Mexican  War  certificate  was  made,  he  was 
allowed  all  that  t)ecame  due  thereon  during  the  period  of  his  leave. 
There  seems  no  good  reason,  therefore,  why  he  should  not  have  been 
permitted  to  receive  the  first  payment  as  well.  It  could  only  be 
denied  on  the  theor}'  indicated  in  the  Comptroller's  decision,  before 
quoted,  that  this  first  payment  "  relatcid  back  to  and  covered  the  period 
of  time  he  was  receiving  the  benefit  of  the  hospital,"  and  which  was 
ruled  against  as  untenable  in  law. 

If,  therefore,  the  right  of  the  pensioner  to  receive  his  current  allow- 
ances for  and  during  the  time  he  was  not  actually  an  inmate  of  the 
asylum  placed  him,  by  such  recognition,  virtually  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  Pensioner  Kelly,  in  the  case  quoted,  then  the  pension  agent 
should  have  paid  him  the  whole  amount  due  him  while  thus  on  leave, 
and  the  governor  of  the  asylum  could  not  rightfully  take  and  withhold 
the  sum  for  arrears,  which  became  due  after  the  pensioner  ceased  to 
be  an  inmate  of  the  institution. 

There  are  good  reasons  for  believing  that  pensioner's  ohief  object  in 
seeking  leave  and  absenting  himself  from  the  asylum  for  the  i>eriod 
named  was  for  the  purpose  of  applying  for  and  personally  receiving 
this  arrears  of  pension  under  the  Mexican  W^ar  act,  thus  preventing 
the  asylum  authorities  from  taking  this  large  sum,  by  virtue  of  section 
4813,  Revised  Statutes.  But,  while  this  may  have  been  the  case,  it  can 
not  be  held  to  nullify  his  right  to  the  money  which,  under  the  rulings 
and  recognition  mentioned,  legally  belongs  to  him. 
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Considering  the  case,  then,  in  all  its  aspects  it  is  held  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  arrears  of  pension  under  the  certificate  for  service  in  the 
Mexican  war  to  any  other  person  than  the  pensioner  himself  was 
erroneous  and  should  be  rectified.  To  this  extent  the  action  appealed 
from  is  reversed. 


jurisdiction-declaration— bvii>ence-filing. 
Anthony  O'Grady,  alias  John  Davis. 

1.  A  declaration  for  pension  ie  of  no  force  or  effect  whatever  until  filed  in  the  Bureaa 

of  Pensions. 

2.  The  ai^tual  mailing  of  a  declaration  for  pension,  addressed  to  the  CommiaBioner  of 

Pensions,  is  not  sufficient  proof  that  the  same  was  ever  filed  in  the  Bureau  of 
Pensions;  neither  does  such  mailing  raise  any  presumption  that  said  declaration 
had  l)een  filed  in  said  Bureau. 

Asaistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Carnpbdl  to  the  Cofnmis^umer  of  Peimiuns^ 

June  25^  1901. 

Anthony  O'Grady,  alias  John  Davis,  wa^j  granted  a  pension  of  $S 
per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  18W,  on  December  31,  1898, 
declaration  having  been  filed  on  September  30,  1897.  He  wa^  a  pri- 
vate in  Company  F,  Nineteenth  Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry. 
An  appeal  was  filed  on  January  3Q,  1899. 

It  appears  that  this  claimant  had  a  charge  of  desertion  against  him 
on  the  records  of  the  War  Department,  and  that  upon  the  refusal  of  the 
said  Department  to  remove  said  charge  an  act  of  Congress  approved 
Februar}^  1,  1897,  ordered  said  charge  to  be  removed  and  soldier 
granted  an  honorable  discharge  to  date  from  April  30,  1865. 

It  is  contended  by  the  attorney  that  some  time  in  1890  he  filed  a 
declamtion  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  this  claimant  and  was 
advised  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  his  claim  could  not  be 
favorably  considered  while  the  charge  of  desertion  remained  of  record; 
that  upon  the  removal  of  said  charge  as  aforesaid  he  called  up  the 
claim  and  was  advised  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  no  decla- 
ration under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  had  ever  been  filed  in  behalf  of 
claimant.  He  thereupon  filed  a  declaration  on  September  30,  1897. 
The  claimant  was  granted  a  pension  from  said  last-mentioned  date, 
but  the  attorney  now  claims  that  the  date  of  commencement  of  said 
pension  should  be  that  on  which  he  filed  his  original  declaration  in 
July,  1890. 

The  evidence  shows,  by  the  testimony  of  the  claimant,  his  wife,  and 
the  appealing  attorney,  that  shortly  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890  (the  claimant  having  a  general  law  claim  on  file),  claim- 
ant's wife  went  to  the  attorney's  office  in  Joliet,  111.,  the  claimant 
being  in  Colorado,  and  asked  if  her  husband  could  not  obtain  his  pen- 
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sion  under  the  new  law.  A  declaration  was  forwarded  to  the  soldier, 
but  neither  of  the  three  witnesses  can  swear  positively  as  to  whether 
it  was  returned  to  the  attorney  or  to  the  claimant's  wife.  The  attor- 
ney swears  that  it  eventually  came  into  his  hands,  and  that  it  was 
shortly  afterwards  forwarded  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  He 
does  not  swear  that  he  mailed  it,  but  states  in  his  appeal  that  he  ^ve 
it  to  claimant's  wife  to  mail,  that  she  did  mail  it,  and  that  she  has  so 
sworn.  It  is  not  a  fact,  however,  that  she  has  so  sworn,  her  affidavit 
stating — 

I  do  well  remember  that  my  husband's  attorney  (Mr.  Hoover)  told  me  when  I 
called  on  him  late  in  August,  1890,  that  my  husband's  claim  was  sent  to  Washing- 
ton, and  sometime  after  he  told  me  that  he  got  word  from  the  Commissioner  that 
no  attention  could  l)e  paid  to  my  huslwmd's  claim  until  he  got  an  honorable 
discharge. 

It  was  demonstrated  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Asa  H.  Dilley 
(11  P.  D.,  257),  that  a  claim  has  no  legal  effect  until  it  is  filed.  Even 
if  papers  are  actually  deposited  in  the  mail,  such  an  act  does  not  con- 
stitute a  filing  of  the  papers.  It  is  not  until  the  papers  have  actually 
reached,  and  are  in  manual  posse>ision  of  the  proper  officer  or  office, 
that  they  can  })e  said  to  be  filed.  The  making  out  of  the  papei*s  sim- 
ply shows  the  intent  to  assert  the  claim,  and  the  actual  mailing  of 
them  is  but  another  step  in  the  intention  to  assert;  the  actual  asser- 
tion, as  is  shown  in  the  Dilley  case,  is  not  completed,  and  does  not 
have  any  force  so  far  as  the  party  is  concerned  against  whom  the 
claim  is  asserted,  until  the  papers  are  actually  filed.  Notice  vjsm  not 
be  brought  home  to  one  against  whom  a  claim  is  made,  save  by  the 
prescribed  statutory  methods,  and  in  pension  claims  the  procedure  is 
by  the  filing  of  the  declaration. 

It  is  claimed  in  the  appeal  that  the  '^correspondence  indicates  that 
the  claim  was  received  in  the  mailing  department  and  has  been  lost." 
Such  a  contention  has  no  foundation,  however,  in  fact,  for  there  is 
nothing  in  the  correspondence  which  would  indicate  the  slightest  admis- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  a  declaration 
by  the  claimant  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  was  ever  received 
prior  to  September,  30,  1897. 

If  the  claimant  can  show  that  such  a  declaration  as  the  one  in  ques- 
tion was  ever  in  the  possession  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  he 
would  then  have  laid  a  proper  foundation  for  building  up  a  c^se.  He 
has  not  shown  such  fact,  and  it  is  reiterated  that,  even  if  he  should 
conclusively  show  that  the  declaration  was  actually  placed  in  the 
United  States  mail,  properly  stamped  and  directed  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  such  a  showing  would  not  be  any  proof  what- 
ever, neither  would  it  mise  the  slightest  presumption!,  that  said 
declaration  was  ever  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  Pension.  As 
stated  in  the  Dilley  case,  contractual  rights  are  often  saved  and  l)Ound 
by  depositing  ceilain  papers  in  the  mail.     A  right  to  pension,  however, 


422  DEOIBIONS  BBLATINQ   TO  PENdlONS. 

is  not  a  conti'actual  right,  and  the  principles  which  govern  <?ontract 
rights,  so  far  jw  mailing  papers  are  concerned,  are  not  applicable  to 
declarations  in  pension  claims. 

The  opinion  in  the  Dilley  case  held  that  a  declaration  which  did  not 
reac^h  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  until  after  the  death  of  the  soldier 
who  had  executed  such  declaration  could  not  be  a  pending  claim  at 
the  death  of  said  soldier.  This  opinion  in  the  case  under  discussion 
is  meant  to  hold,  and  does  hold,  that  the  iu*.tual  mailing  of  a  declaration 
is  no  proof  whatever  that  said  declaration  was  ever  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  neither  does  the  mailing  of  it  raise 
any  presumption,  however  slight,  that  said  declaration  wa.s  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  Conmiissioner  of  Pensions.  Notice  to  the  Government 
can  only  be  brought  home  by  the  iw^tual  filing  of  the  declai'ation,  and 
proof  of  siich  filing  can  not  be  made  by  showing  that  the  declanition 
was  actually  mailed. 

Bv  reason  of  the  above  it  is  held  that  the  date  of  commencement  of 
pension  in  the  within  case  was  properly  made  at  the  date  of  the  actual 
filing  of  the  declaration  on  Septeml>er  30,  181)7. 

It  is  remarked  that  claimant  hjis  not  matie  out  a  case  even  under  his 
own  contention,  for  he  has  not  shown  that  the  supposed  declaration 
was  ever  mailed. 

Action  affirmed. 


ATTORXKYSHTP— IlKOOGNmON. 

Joseph  Lane,  atjas  Joseph  Simpson  (claimant), 
K,  S.  Weeden  (attorney). 

When  the  Bureau  has  a<ljn(ljje<i  that  one  of  neveral  contesting  attorneys  is  entitled 
to  recognition,  and  such  others  acquiesce  in  said  decision,  further  recognition  can 
not  Ikj  <leni(Hi  the  one  and  acconU^l  t-o  any  of  such  other^^  on  the  gnmnd  that 
the  one  tli<i  not  conform  to  the  rules  in  n»gar<l  to  formal  service  at  a  time  prior 
to  the  decision  of  the  Bureau  u|K)n  which  his  title  to  recognition  is  l)a.se<l. 

Axf<ixi(int  Secretary  F,  L.   Odnphell  to  the  Omnn»nsumer  of  I^-n^inna^ 

June  l3o,  1901, 

E.  S^  Weeden,  of  Chicago,  Til.,  on  March  21, 1901,  entered  an  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  den  vine  him  further  recofifnition  in  the 
claim  for  pension,  under  the  general  law,  of  Joseph  Lane,  alias  Jos<^ph 
Simpson,  who  served  in  Company  B,  Eighteenth  Kentucky  Volunteer 
Infantrv. 

In  >)ehalf  of  the  soldier  on  February  2S,  1888,  the  appellant  filed  a 
declanition  for  pension,  under  the  general  law,  on  account  of  dLsjihility 
due  to  rheumatism,  chronic  diarrhea,  and  resulting  piles.  He  filed 
evidence  on  January  27, 1890,  whi(rh  prima  fa<*ie  completeti  thi'  claim. 
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George  Bancroft  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  February  15,  1893, 
filed  a  power  of  attorney.  They  were  called  upon  for  evidence  April 
23,  1S93;  November  19,  1894;  and  January  2,  and  February  15,  1895. 
They  filed  evidence  November  20, 1893;  February  23,  July  17  and  25, 
August  8  and  29,  and  December  11,  1894;  and  April  13,  1895. 

On  January  31,  1895,  Mr.  Weeden  was  notified  that  he  would  not 
be  further  recognized.  From  this  action  he  entered  an  appeal  March 
9,  1895.  The  Bureau,  in  report  dated  March  20,  1895,  receded  from 
its  action  denying  the  appellant  further  recognition,  and  on  March  22 
following,  said  appeal  was  dismissed. 

The  Bureau  on  March  20, 1895,  notified  Messrs.  Bancroft  &  Co.  that 
thej-  would  not  be  further  recognized,  and  on  October  10,  1895,  called 
upon  appellant  for  certificate  of  the  official  character  of  W.  J.  Cowan, 
as  justice  of  the  peace.  Said  call  was  complied  with  November  4, 
1895.  On  November  18, 1896,  Mr.  Weeden  wjus  notified  by  the  Bureau 
that  the  claim  required  further  special  examination.  The  claim  was 
specially  examined  during  the  years  1890, 1897, 1898,  and  1900.  Sub- 
sequently to  1895  appellant  called  up  the  claim  sevei-al  times.  The 
claim  was  rejected  February-  14,  1901,  when  Messrs.  Bancroft  &  Co. 
were  recognized;  hence  this  appeal. 

Messrs.  Bancroft  &  Co.  acquiesced  in  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of 
March  20,  1895,  dcnj'ing  them  further  recognition.  The  call  upon 
them  b\'  the  Bureau  of  February  15,  1895,  was  for  claimant's  state- 
ment as  to  service  and  this  they  filed  April  13, 1895.  Thereafter,  they 
filed  no  evidence  nor  j>erformed  any  material  service.  As  they  were 
recognized  and  sul)se(iuently  were  denied  recognition  b}"  the  Bifreau, 
and  inasmuch  as  they  have  acquiesced  in  such  action — that  is,  they  never 
have  entered  any  appeal  from  said  action — they  forfeited  whatever 
rights  they  ma}' have  had  in  the  claim  (case  of  John  Quinn,  11  P.  D.,  25). 

The  action  (from  which  this  appeal  is  entered)  b}-  the  Bureau  deny- 
ing the  appellant  further  recognition  is  upon  the  ground  that  from  the 
time  he  prima  facie  completed  the  c^u^e,  January  27,  1890,  to  June  16, 
1894,  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  John  S. 
Keisor  (7  P.  D.,  558),  he  did  not  call  up  the  case  at  intervals  of  one 
year,  and  therefoie  b(»came  in  neglect,  so  that  Messrs.  Bancrofts  Co. 
could  l>e  recognized.  Such  service  is  merely  formal.  It  has  ])een 
pointed  out  that  Mr.  Weeden  at  once  entered  an  appeal  from  the  action 
of  the  Bureau  denying  him  further  recognition;  that  Messrs.  Bancroft 
&  Co.  acquiesced  in  the  subse(|uent  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  them 
further  recognition,  and  that  the  latter  had  forfeited  whatever  rights 
they  may  have  had.  The  tfause  now  assigned  for  denying  appellant 
recognition  is  founded  upon  alleged  neglect  by  him  during  a  period 
prior  to  the  date  when  he  was  first  denied  recognition  and  from  which 
the  Bureau  receded.  It  is  presumed  that  appellant's  right  to  recogni- 
tion at  such  time  is  unquestionable.     At  this  djite  inquir}'  can  not  be 
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made  as  to  whether  appellant  observed  the  rules  as  to  mere  formal 
service,  whatever  the  fact  may  have  been,  for  the  Bureau  at  the 
proper  time  adjudged  that  he  had  preserved  his  rights.  This  question 
was  in  the  province  of  the  Bureau  to  decide,  and  having  passed  upon 
it  and  no  person  having  excepted  to  its  decision,  its  action  would  }>e 
worth  little  if  the  rights  of  an  attorney  founded  upon  such  decision 
could  be  sacrificed  by  raising  a  query  at  any  future  period  as  to  whether 
said  attorney  had  observed  the  rules  as  to  mere  formal  service,  whether 
or  not  there  was  any  other  attorney  who  could  have  a  better  title  to 
recognition. 

It  appears  that  from  a  time  prior  to  the  date  when  the  claim  was 
sent  into  the  field  appellant  had  been  the  recognized  attorney  and  that 
at  the  time  or  since  there  has  been  no  one  to  contest  his  rights.  For 
the  reasons  set  forth  action  denying  the  appellant  further  recognition 
was  error. 

It  is  directed  that  a  copy  of  this  decision  be  served  upon  Messi-s. 
Bancroft  &  Co. 

Action  reversed. 


SPECIAI^  ACrr—C'OMMENCEMENT— RANK— SECTION  470a,  R.  S. 

CoRiNNE  R.  Strickland  (widow). 

The  soldier  having  l>eeii  declarecl  by  8|XK;ial  act  of  Congreas  to  l)e  an  officer  iu  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  given  the  right  to  pnipeimte  a  claim 
for  pension  under  the  general  law,  although  he  is  not  shown  t4)  have  been  nniF- 
tered  nor  recognized  by  the  War  Department,  and  having  been  i>ensioned  uimU  t 
the  general  law  at  total  of  rank  for  disability  contracted  iu  service,  the  statuH  and 
privilege  extend  to  the  widow,  and  she  is  pensionable  under  the  general  law  if 
the  officer's  death  was  the  result  of  the  disability  for  whit^h  he  was  penmioued, 
aa  provided  by  section  4702,  Reviseti  Statutes, 

AnnhUmt  Se^'retary  F,  Z.   CampheU  to  th4'  Ciyimm^mmuT  of  Pen^thm^^ 

June  ^.9,  190L 

Corinne  R.  Strickland,  widow  of  Jesse  H.  Strickland,  lat43  colonel 
Eighth  Tennessee  Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  her  applications  April  4, 
1899,  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  and  the  at*.t  of  June  27,  1S9<), 
alleging  the  death  of  her  husband  March  27,  1899.  Both  claims  were 
rejected  July  15,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the  alleged  service  of  the 
soldier  had  never  been  recognized  })y  the  War  Department:  that  the 
records  of  said  Department  fail  to  show  that  he  was  in  the  military 
service  of  the  United  Statiis,  either  as  an  enlisted  man  or  officer;  and, 
further,  that  the  claimant  is  not  entitled  to  benefit  under  the  special 
act  of  Congress  passed  for  the  relief  of  this  soldier. 

Then  a  special  act  of  Congi'ess  was  enacted  in  behalf  of  the  claimant 
This  was  approved  March  1,  1901,  and  is  as  follows: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  l)e,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed  to 
plaf«  on  the  pension  roll,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  pension 
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laws,  the  name  of  C/orinne  R.  Strickland,  widow  of  Jesse  H.  Strickland,  late  colonel 
Eighth  Regiment  Tennessee  Volunteer  Cavalry,  and  pay  her  a  pension  at  the  rate  of 
$iW  \w.r  month. 

In  the  adjudication  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
said  act  the  pension  was  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  approval. 
From  this  action  appeal  has  been  taken  April  3,  1901,  upon  the  con- 
tention that  the  pension  should  commence  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's 
death.  In  this  appeal  also  are  recited  the  principal  facts  relative  to 
the  history  and  grant  of  pension  to  the  soldier,  and  it  is  insisted  that 
claimant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  for  his  relief.  That  act 
was  approved  August  30,  1890,  and  is  as  follows: 

That  the  8e<tretary  of  the  Interior  l)e,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed 
to  place  on  the  pension  roll,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  pension 
laws,  the  name  of  Jesse  H.  Strickland,  formerly  colonel  of  the  Eighth  Regiment  of 
Tennessee  Cavalry,  United  States  Volunteers,  and  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  a 
claim  for  pension  said  Jesse  H.  Strickland  shall  Ix^  considered  as  having  been  duly 
cfMTimissioned  and  mustered  as  colonel  of  the  said  regiment  to  date  from  the  thir- 
tieth day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-three. 

That  iU't  was  made  necessary  by  the  rejection  of  the  soldier's  claim 
under  the  general  law  for  the  same  reasons  that  this  claim  of  the  widow 
wius  rejected,  viz,  that  he  was  never  mustered  into  the  military  service 
nor  recognized  jis  an  officer  by  the  War  Department.  The  claim  also 
had  a  similar  fortune  to  the  widow's  in  regard  to  the  conmiencement 
of  i)ension  under  the  act — that  is,  the  date  of  approval  of  the  act  was 
made  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension.  Upon  appeal  being 
made,  however,  the  action  was  receded  from  and  the  ap{)eal  was  dis- 
missed with  the  understanding  that  the  claim  would  be  adjudicated 
under  the  general  law.  This  was  done  subsequently,  and  the  pension 
was  commenced  from  the  date  of  filing  the  claim  on  account  of  disa- 
bility from  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart. 

However,  in  fixing  the  rate  of  pension  it  was  placed  at  one-fourth 
the  total  of  his  rank,  or  $7.50  per  month,  from  dat(^  of  filing  claim  to 
date  of  approval  of  ac^t,  and  total  thereafter.  Again  appeal  was  made, 
insisting  that  the  rating  should  be  total  for  the  whole  period;  and  said 
appeal  was  sustained  in  a  decision  rendered  March  28,  1891,  it  l)eing 
directed  that  the  i-ating  of  total,  or  $30  per  month,  be  allowed  from 
date  of  filing  claim.  In  this  decision  it  was  poinU^d  out  that  the 
adjudication  of  the  (daim  was  under  the  general  law,  based  upon  the 
enabling  clause  of  the  special  act  (before  quoted),  and  this  being  true 
the  i-ate  of  pension  must  be  adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  degree  of 
pensionable  disability  shown;  and,  further,  that  the  ev^idence  warranted 
the  allowance  of  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  for  the  period  between 
date  of  filing  claim  and  date  of  the  special  act  fully  as  nmch  as  it  did 
for  the  period  subsequent  to  the  latter  date.  The  claim  was  thenniiwn 
adjudicated  in  accordance  with  said  decision. 

From  the  foregoing  it  will  be  jwrceived  that  the  issue  in  the  present 


426  DRCI9IONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS, 

case  is  whether  the  adjudication  should  be  upon  the  same  principle  as 
in  the  invalid  claim,  and  the  pension  be  made  to  commence  from  tlio 
date  of  the  soldier's  death.  In  other  words,  whether  this  claim  of  the 
widow  should  be  adjudicated  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  laws, 
regarding  her  husband  as  an  officer  in  the  military  sen-ice  of  the 
United  States,  conformably  with  the  special  act  for  his  relief,  and 
extending  to  her  the  benefit  of  the  enabling  clause  in  reference  to  the 
prosecution  of  his  claim,  or  whether  she  should  be  held  to  the  strict 
terms  of  the  special  act  enacted  in  her  behalf  March  1,  1901  i  If  the 
latter,  then  the  date  of  commencement  as  fixed  in  the  adjudictition  is 
correct,  becaiLse  section  4720,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  when  a 
pension  is  granted  by  special  act  the  cx^mmencement  thereof  shall  lie 
from  the  date  of  the  iwrt,  unless  by  its  express  terms  a  different  date  is 
fixed. 

It  can  not  be  held,  though,  that  claimant  is  restricted  to  the  pension 
under  the  special  ac^t,  provided  she  establishes^  title  under  the  general 
law.  In  that  event  she  can  (^hoose  which  pension  she  will  tiike.  Then, 
the  only  question  to  be  determined  is  whether  she  is  in  the  same  rela- 
tive position  as  her  husband  in  reference  to  prosecuting  her  claim. 
That  this  must  be  decided  in  the  affirmative  there  can  be  little  doubt, 
because  section  4702,  Revised  StJitutes,  provides  that  the  widow  of 
any  person  who  is  entitled  to  pension  under  the  general  law  (sees.  4692 
and  4698,  R.  S.)  shall  be  entitled,  in  case  he  dies  of  disability  con- 
tracted in  service,  to  recciv^e  the  same  pension  that  he  would  have 
received  had  he  been  totally  disjiblod.  This  claimant's  huslwind  was 
pensioned  under  the  general  law  for  certain  disabilities.  If  the  evi- 
dence shows  he  died  of  said  disabilities  then  she  is  entitled  under  the 
same  law  to  total  pension. 

And  the  fact  that  said  husband  Wius  not  recognized  as  an  officer  by 
the  War  Department,  but  wa,s  declared  to  be  such  by  the  special  act  of 
Congress,  and  in  like  manner  enabled  to  prosecute  his  claim  as  such 
officer,  can  not  operate  to  tiike  away  any  of  (claimant's  rights  under  said 
section  4702,  Riwised  Statutes.  The  same  status  and  privilege  con- 
ferred upon  the  husband  in  the  special  act  necessaril}'  remains  and 
inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  claimant  in  the  prosecution  of  her  claim. 
In  short,  when  by  the  act  of  Congress  the  huslmnd  wa.s  declared  an 
officer  of  the  Arm}'  and  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  pension  laws 
upon  showing  that  he  contracted  disal)ilitv  as  such  officer,  he  can  not  l>e 
be  relegated  to  the  status  of  a  civilian  when  his  widow  claims  pension 
by  reason  of  his  death  from  the  disability  he  was  pensioned  for. 

The  special  act  which  conferred  a  statii.s  upon  this  officer  that 
enabled  him  to  claim  pension  as  might  any  other  officer  who  was  I'ccog- 
nized  by  the  War  Department  as  having  been  mustered,  is  very  dif- 
ferent from  an  act  which  simply  provides  a  pension  at  a  certain  rate 
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without  reference  to  the  militan'  Htatus  of  the  beneficiary,  and  with- 
out leaving  anything  to  }>e  proved.  In  the  latter  case  the  l)enefit  is 
individual  and  dies  with  the  jx^rson.  In  the  other  the  .statiin  is  con- 
tinuing and  enters  into  ev^ery  claim  based  upon  the  service  and  disability 
of  the  beneficiary.  The  declaration  of  Congnvns  that  a  ceilain  person 
.shall  l)e  recognized  as  an  oflScer  or  soldier  is  as  high  authority  for  so 
regarding  him  as  though  he  were  actually  borne  on  the  rolls  and 
i-ecognized  by  the  War  Department.  And  recognition  in  the  one  (^ase 
does  not  cease  with  his  death  any  more  than  in  the  other. 

Upon  the  basis  here  indicated,  then,  this  claimant  has  the  right  to 
have  her  claim  adjudicated  under  the  general  law,  and  theac^tion  deny- 
ing her  the  privilege  was  error  and  is  reversed.  The  papers  are  here- 
with returned  with  directions  that  the  claim  })e  readjudicated  and 
j^ension  allowed  from  date  of  soldier's  deiith,  if  his  death  was  a  re>«ult 
of  the  disiibilities  for  whic^h  he  was  pensioned. 


mauriage— evidence— pnkaitmptions—cjoiiabitatiox  and  repitte. 

Sarah  K.  Manwell  (widow). 

lender  the  civil  code  of  Oregon,  as  constnie<l  in  the  ca«e  of  Murray  r.  Murray 
(0  Or.,  26),  "when  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living 
together  and  cohabiting  as  man  and  wife,  and  are  in  the  community  repute<l  and 
receivetl  in  society  as  such,  it  is  sufficient  prima  fa<ua  to  prove  the  marriage  in  a 
civil  action  or  prcM^eeding." 

AnMifitant  Sr<T(ta7*y  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  th'  CommSimoiui' of  Ptms^rms^ 

June  29,  1901. 

On  May  10,  1897,  claims  for  pension  under  both  the  Revised  Stat- 
ut<\s  and  the  aet  of  June  27,  1890  (Claim  No.  654489),  were  filed  by 
Sunih  K.  Manwell  as  widow  of  Benjamin  F.  Manwell,  who  was  a  niem- 
>)er  of  C>>mpany  B,  Fourth  Iowa  Infantry,  from  October  15,  1804,  to 
May  31,  1SI>5,  and  died  May  26,  1881,  without  having  applied  for 
p<Mision. 

Said  claims  were  rejected  in  January,  1899,  the  former  on  the  ground 
that  service  origin  of  the  soldier's  fatiil  disease  is  not  esta])lished,  and 
the  latter  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  had  remarried  prior  to  tiling 
of  claim;  and  on  May  22,  1899,  this  api^eal  was  filed,  with  the  conten- 
tion that  the  testimony  of  Comrades  Williams  and  Reiterman  fully 
establishes  incurrence  in  ser%Mce  of  the  alleged  fatiil  disease  of  lungs, 
and  that  the  testimony  of  S.  II.  Murray,  Samuel  Donaldson,  Edward 
Manwell,  and  Lillie  J.  Penwell  shows  claimint  has  not  remarried. 

In  view  of  the  claimant's  stjited  present  destitute  circumstances,  her 
appeal  is  taken  up  out  of  its  regular  order  on  the  docket  and  given 
immediate  consideration. 
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As  to  the  former  claim,  there  is  no  medical  or  record  evidence  as  to 
the  cause  of  death,  nor  as  to  the  existence  in  service  of  disease  of 
lungs,  the  alleged  cause  of  death,  and  no  medical  treatment  for  disea^ie 
of  lungs  is  shown  to  have  been  had  at  any  time.  The  two  comrades 
mentioned  state  merely  that  the  soldier  caught  cold  while  in  service, 
had  a  cough,  and  complained  of  his  lungs.  The  testimony  a^  to  con- 
tinuance is  equally  meager,  weak,  and  inconclusive:  and  the  evidence, 
on  the  whole,  is  clearly  insufficient  to  establish  that  claim. 

As  to  the  latter  claim,  it  appears  that  claimant  some  time  after  the 
soldier's  death  associated  with  one  S.  S.  Penwell,  who,  on  December 
14,  1891,  as  guardian  of  a  minor  child  of  the  soldier  herein,  filed  a 
claim  for  pension  on  its  behalf  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleg- 
ing therein  that  he  married  said  widow  on  June  1,  1882.  In  a  subse 
quent  affidavit  he  stated  there  was  no  record  of  their  marriage,  and 
that  he  could  not  furnish  the  testimony  of  any  eyewitness  thereof; 
and  he  filed  instead,  on  February  11, 1892,  a  joint  affidavit  by  two  citi- 
zens of  Medford,  Oreg.,  stating  that  during  the  six  years  of  their 
acquaintance  with  said  widow  and  Penwell,  the  latter  had  cohalnted 
ostensibly  and  been  generally  and  universally  recognized  as  husl)and 
and  wife,  and  that  they,  said  witnesses,  believed  them  to  l)o  such.  On 
April  24,  1893,  a  joint  affidavit  by  two  others  was  filed,  also  stating 
that  for  eleven  years  past  said  widow  and  Penwell  had  so  (x)habit*'d 
and  been  recognized  as  husband  and  wife. 

This  claim  filed  by  said  Penwell  on  behalf  of  said  minor  child  is  vet 
pending  adjudication  in  the  Pension  Bureau. 

The  four  witnesses  referred  to  in  the  appeal,  one  of  whom  is  a 
brother-in-law  of  the  soldier's  widow  and  another  is  her  daughter, 
state  merely  that  she  has  not  remarried  since  the  soldier's  death,  and 
make  no  specific  reference  to  her  relations  with  said  Penwell.  She 
states  only  that  she  was  never  married  to  him,  but  that  she  kept  house 
for  him  for  a  number  of  years,  their  two  families  living  together. 
He  is  now  dead,  she  savs. 

Under  the  statute  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  State  of 
Oregon,  where  these  parties  resided,  reputation  and  long  cohabitation 
are  (considered  sufficient  to  establish  prima  facie  a  marriage  l>etwtK;n 
parties  so  cohabiting. 

The  Oregon  civil  code  of  1872,  Title  VII  on  evidence,  paragraph 
7t>6,  contains  a  list  of  "disputable  presumptions,"  which  are  declared 
therein  to  be  "'satisfactory  unless  overcome;"  section  30  of  said  list 
being  ''  that  a  man  and  woman  deporting  themselves  as  husband  and 
wife  have  entered  into  a  lawful  contract  of  marriage." 

And  the  supreme  court  of  Oregon  in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  Murra}* 
(6  Or.,  26),  a  suit  to  secure  reissue  to  the  complainant,  as  the  lawful 
wife  and  widow,  of  a  land  patent  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently 
obtained  by  and  issued  to  the  defendant  as  such  wife,  held,  citing  the 
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above  section  of  the  Oregon  civ^il  code  and  Bishop  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  pages  436,  438,  and  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  page  401, 
that — 

When  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living  together  and 
cohabiting  as  man  and  wife  and  are  in  the  community  reput^'d  and  received  in 
Bociety  as  8uch,  it  is  sufficient  prima  facie  to  prove  the  marriage  in  a  civil  action  or 
proceeding. 

The  facts  that  said  Penwell  alleged  a  certain  date  of  marriage,  and 
that  said  widow  made  no  mention  whatever  of  any  such  marriage,  and 
did  not  file  any  claim  denying  it  until  apparently  after  said  Penwell's 
death,  are  significant.  The  evidence  filed  by  the  former  in  support  of 
his  allegation  of  a  maiTiage,  as  well  as  that  filed  by  said  widow  in 
denial  of  a  marriage  between  them,  is  very  meager  and  inconclusive. 

It  is  therefore  deemed  advisable  that  this  important  ({uestion  of  the 
relations  existing  between  said  Penwell  and  said  widow  l)e  thoroughly 
investigated,  and  that  the  claims  be  submitted  for  special  examination 
upon  that  point,  and  to  ascertain  particularly  whether  there  was  a 
ceremonial  marriage  or  not.  The  papers  are  returned  accordingly, 
with  directions  for  such  special  examination,  and  on  their  retmnsmit- 
tal  with  your  report,  upon  conclusion  of  such  readjudication,  the  appeal 
will  be  further  considered. 


ATTOMNKYS— MATERIAL,  SKRVICE-DECLiAllATIONS-INCKlfiASE. 

Alfred  Carpenter  (claimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorn kys). 

Where  two  declarationH  for  straight  increase  are  filed  in  l)ehalf  of  a  pensioner,  they 
do  not  constitute  the  hasis  of  different  claims,  unless  a  medic^il  examinatibn  was 
hehl  l)etween  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  filed,  or  unless  the  claim 
liaseil  on  the  first  declaration  is  disposed  of  without  holding  a  medinil  examina- 
tion, J»n  I  thereafter  a  second  declaration  is  filed;  with  these  exceptions  declara- 
tions for  increase  filed  suhsequently  to  the  first  until  a  medical  examination  is 
held  are  hut  duplicates  of  the  first  declaration  and  the  filing  thereof  is  not 
material  service. 

Afsswtant  Secretary  F,  L.  CamjjbeU  to  the  Commi^bnu'V  of  Pt-nnhmn^ 

June  29,  1001. 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  May  24,  1901, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  ai^tion  of  the  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
on  the  i^sue  of  May  2, 1900,  in  the  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Alfred  Carpenter,  who  served  in  Com- 
pany H,  Third  West  Virginia  Volunteer  Cavalry. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  ai;t  of  June  27,  1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  when  in  his  behalf,  July  7,  1897,  Messrs. 
Taber  &  Whitman,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  tiled  a  declaration  for 
increase  of  pension  under  said  act. 
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The  appellants  filed  another  declaration  for  increase  of  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  behalf  of  the  soldier,  on  October 
23,  1897. 

A  medical  examination  ordered  on  March  30,  1898,  through  Messrs. 
Taber  &  Whitman,  was  held  on  April  20,  1898.  Another  medical 
examination  (which  was  not  ordered  through  an  attorney)  was  held 
August  2,  1899. 

Certificate  issued  May  2,  1900,  to  allow  increase  of  pension  at  $12 
per  month  from  August  2,  1899,  date  of  holding  the  last-mentionixl 
medical  examination.  On  said  issue  a  fee  of  $2  was  paid  to  appellant>s. 
They  have  refunded  the  fee,  under  protest,  in  favor  of  Messrs.  Taber 
&  Whitman;  hence  this  appeal. 

Appellants  are  denied  a  fee  upon  the  ground,  in  substance,  that  the\' 
did  not  perform  any  material  service  in  the  claim.  Appellants  argue 
that  there  were  pending  two  claims  for  increase,  one  of  which  was 
prosecuted  by  Taber  &  Whitman,  and  the  other  by  them;  that  the 
latter  was  allowed,  and  therefore  they  earned  the  fee.  They  conUnid 
that  two  claims  for  increase  can  Ik^  pending  at  the  same  time,  and  cite 
in  sup|K>rt  of  this  proposition  the  following  cases:  Kobins  E.  liabccwk 
(7  P.  D.,  285),  Jacob  C.  Spires,  dated  April  21,  1898  (31  Fee  P.  L. 
Bk.,480). 

Certainly  the  case  of  Robins  E.  Baln'ock,  supni,  is  not  in  point. 
The  case  of  Spires,  supra,  corresponds  in  all  essential  particulai-s  with 
the  case  of  Edward  11.  Teeter,  decided  June  12, 1H95,  cited  in  the  rast^ 
of  William  Boate  (9  P.  D.,  275).  Where  two  declarations  for  stnught 
increase  are  filed  in  y)ehalf  of  a  jK^nsioner  they  are  not  considered  as 
the  basis  of  different  claims  unless  a  medical  examination  is  held 
))etween  tho  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  filed,  or  unless  the 
claim  ba^ed  on  the  first  dtH'laration  is  dis[X)sed  of  without  holding  a 
medical  examination,  and  therejifter  a  second  declaration  for  incivast* 
is  filed.  With  these  exceptions  declarations  for  increase  filed  subse- 
quently to  the  first,  until  a  medical  examination  is  held,  are  Imt 
duplicates  of  the  first  declaration. 

Where,  in  a  claim  for  a  straight  increase,  a  declaration  is  filed  and  a 
medical  examination  has  been  held  the  claim  is  completer  Frequently 
more  than  one  completed  claim  for  straight  increase  are  jx^nding  in 
behalf  of  a  claimant  at  the  same  time,  awaiting  action  by  the  Bureau. 
In  such  instiinces  no  conflict  arises  as  to  the  rights  of  attorneys  in  the 
several  claims,  as  a  fee  is  certified  in  each  case  that  is  allowed  to  the 
respective  attorney  of  record.  Likewise  there  may  be  pending  a  claim 
for  straight  increase  that  is  complete  and  one  that  is  not,  l)oth  in  Ix^half 
of  the  same  claimant.  But  in  no  instance  can  there  be  simultaneously 
pending  in  l>ehalf  of  the  same  claimant  two  incomplete  claims  for 
straight  increase.  For,  as  has  been  shown,  the  several  declarations 
filed  prior  to  a  medical  examination  constitute  the  basis  of  one  claim 
only,  with  the  exception  noted.     So  while  it  is  true  that  two  claims 
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for  increase  in  behalf  of  a  pensioner  can  be  pending  at  the  same  time, 
theve  was  only  one  claim  pending  in  this  case. 

It  appears  that  the  claim  was  filed  July  7,  1897,  by  Messrs.  Taber 
&  Whitman.  Before  any  medical  examination  was  held  the  appellants 
filed  another  declaration  for  increase.  Under  the  decisions  of  this 
Depai-tment  the  second  declaration  is  a  duplicate  of  the  first,  and  the 
filing  thereof  was  not  material  service;  in  fact,  appellants  did  not  per- 
form any  material  service  in  the  claim. 

Appellants  also  submit  that  the  filing  of  a  new  declai'ation  b}-  them 
constituted  the  abandonment  of  the  claim  filed  through  Messrs.  Taljcr 
&  Whitman.  The  Department  never  has  held  that  the  filing  of  a  new 
declaration  for  increase  constituted  the  abandonment  of  a  claim  for 
increase  based  on  a  prior  declaration.  All  decisions  of  this  Depart- 
ment are  in  strict  conformity  with  the  rule  approved  in  this  case,  that 
the  filing  of  a  new  declaration  in  an  incomplete  claim  for  increase  is 
but  a  duplicate  of  the  original  declaration  in  such  incomplete  claim,  and 
that  the  filing  of  such  duplicate  declaration  is  not  material  service  and 
can  not  entitle  an  attorney  to  a  fee. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the  appellants  a  fee  is  affirmed 
upon  the  ground  assigned. 


COMMENCEMENT-ACT  JUNE  S7,  IHOO-MINOll'S  PENSION. 

Minors  of  Simeon  W.  Dare. 

1.  Thei-onatructionof  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  under  which  aminor'8ix»nsion  Ls  marie 

to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  therefor,  in  a  cslog  in  which 
there  was  a  prior  widow  ixinsioner  who  has  died  or  remarried,  is  adhered  to. 

2.  The  application,  filed  in  October,  1895,  which  was  rejected  as  an  appliciition  under 

the  general  law,  is  held  to  have  l)een  an  application  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  the  date  of  filing  said  application  is  the  correct  date  of  commencement 
of  the  minor's  pension. 

AtMtiiUint  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commisf(Uf)it*r  of  Pcjihioiih^ 

June  '29,  1901. 

Adolphus  D.  Puckctt,  as  guardian  of  William  G.  and  Clydia  Dare, 
minor  children  of  Simeon  W.  Dare,  formerly  a  sergeant  in  Company 
F,  Fifty -sixth  Illinois  Infantry,  filed,  on  January  20,  1897,  an  appli- 
cation for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  allowed 
in  January,  1898,  the  pension  being  made  to  commence  from  the  date 
of  filing  said  application.  A  prior  application,  filed  on  October  31, 
1895,  by  Mary  A.  Allen,  as  guardian  of  the  minors,  was  treated  by 
your  Bureau  as  an  application  under  the  old  or  "general  law,"  and 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  was  not  a  result  of  his 
military  service.  An  appeal  was  filed  April  12,  1898,  in  which  it  is 
contended  that  the  application  filed  on  October  31,  1895,  was  intended 
as  an  application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  pension 
should  have  been  allowed  from  the  date  of  filing  said  application,  "  if 
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not  from  the  date  of  remarriage  of  the  mother,  who  was  the  former 
guardian." 

The  secondary  contention,  or  suggestion  (for  no  argument  is  advanced 
in  support  of  it),  that  the  pension  might  have  been  allowed  to  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  the  remarriage  of  the  mother  and  former 
guardian  of  the  minors  requires  brief  notice. 

The  mother  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  at  the 
i*ate  of  $8  per  month,  commencing  from  July  3,  1890,  with  $2  [xsr 
month  additional  for  e^ich  of  four  minor  children.  She  remarried  on 
November  15,  1891,  and  her  pension  then  terminated.  One  of  the 
minors  attained  the  age  of  16  years  prior  to  the  mother's  remarri^e; 
another  became  16  on  July  13, 1894;  application  was  made  on  behalf 
of  the  other  two  by  the  mother,  as  guardian,  on  October  31,  1895,  ajs 
heretofore  stated. 

The  question  as  to  the  date  at  which  the  minoi's'  jKsnsion  in  such  a 
case  should  begin  has  been  the  subject  of  frequent  and  careful  con* 
sideration  by  the  Department.  It  was  held  bj'  Assistant  ScH'retarv 
Bussey,  in  an  opinion  delivered  September  12,  1892,  that  in  case  of 
the  death  or  remarriage  of,  a  widow  pensioner  under  the  act  of  eJune 
27,  1890,  the  minors'  pension  would  begin  from  the  date  of  the  widow's 
death  or  remarriage,  and  this  "by  operation  of  law,  whether  at  that 
date  a  formal  application  be  made  therefor  or  not,'"  but  that  in  case 
the  soldier  died  leaving  no  widow,  but  leaving  a  child  or  children 
under  16  years  of  age,  the  pension  to  such  child  or  children  could  only 
commence  frou)  the  date  of  filing  the  application  therefor.  (A.  P. 
Alexander,  6  P.  D.,  40.)  A  contrar^^  view  was  taken  by  Assistant 
Secretary  Reynolds,  who  held  that  all  pensions  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  nuist  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  application  therefor, 
after  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  in  the  case  of  minors  after  the  death  or 
remarriage  of  the  widow.  (Timothy  L.  Carley,  7  P.  D.,  12;  minor  of 
Ernst  Rieckoff,  8  P.  D.,  324;  Mary  E.  Bronoel,  s  P.  I).,  387;  minor 
of  George  W.  Good,  8  P.  D.,  407.) 

The  latter  view  has  since  prevailed,  and  was  reafiinnid  by  As.sistHnt 
Secretary  Davis  in  the  case  of  the  minors  of  David  S.  Shart^r  (9  P.  D., 
189),  in  language  as  follows: 

It  can  not  Iw  denied  that  the  law  is  somewhat  ambiguous.  It  nowhere,  in 
exprcHH  terms,  makes  provision  for  a  minor's  pension  as  such.  It  prcMcribes  the 
con<litious  upon  which  a  widow  may  receive  pension,  and  then  declares  that  in  <rase 
of  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  "such  pension  "  •shall  ])e  jiaid  to  the  wUilierV 
child  or  children  under  the  age  of  16  years. 

It  might  he  argui^,  from  the  language,  that  the  intent  was  not  to  make  a  sefiarate 
grant  of  iiension  to  the  minor  or  minors,  but  to  simply  continue  the  pension  which 
had  formerly  l)een  jmid  to  the  widow  and  pay  the  same  to  the  minor  child  or  chil- 
dren until  the  age  of  16. 

The  more  rea.sonable  view,  it  appears  to  me,  is  to  hold  that  the  intent  was  (as  in 
the  old  law )  to  make  provision  for  two  distinct  classes  of  pensions,  viz,  widows*  jien- 
sions  and  minora  pensions.    The  Department,  in  fact,  adopted  this  view  when  it 
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'  hi'ld  that  sai<i  «eftk>ii  authorized  tlie  allowance  of  ]>eiiHioii  to  niiiiorH  in  ca^^t^H  in 
whii'h  the  soldier  left  no  widow. 

A8  the  act  doeH  not  );rant  i)ension  to  minora  in  express  terms,  but  only  by  impli- 
cation, it  makes  no  express  provision  for  the  commencement  of  such  jiension;  but 
inasmuch  as  all  otlier  classes  of  [lensions  provided  for  by  said  act  are  made  to  com- 
mence from  "the  date  of  application  therefor,  after  the  f»assage  of  the  act,"  and  there 
is  nowhere  manifest  an  intent  to  establish  a  different  date  of  commencement  for 
minors*  jwnsions,  I  am  of  the  opini<m  that  the  same  nde  was  intende<l  to  apply  to 
them.  This  has  >)een  the  rule  in  cases  where  no  widow  survived  the  soldier,  and  I 
can  see  no  gocxl  reason  why  it  should  not  also  l)e  the  rule  in  cases  where  there  was 
a  widow.  The  minors  are  nHjuireil  to  make  an  application  in  the  latter  class  of 
cases  as  well  as  in  the  former.  Their  application  is  not  for  a  continuanc>e  of  the 
wi<low*s  jwnsion,  but  for  an  original  grant  to  them  of  a  minor's  pension;  and  in  sup- 
port of  such  apjilication  they  must  ftimish  j)nK)f  that  the  widow's  title  is  extinct. 

For  these  reasf>ns  I  am  unable  to  contuir  in  your  opinion  as  to  the  <late  at  which 
the  minor's  {tension  in  this  case  should  liave  l>e}.run,  but  hold  that,  in  that  rt»si>ect, 
tiie  arijudication  was  correct. 

It  thiLs  apjjears  that  the  coiLstruction  of  tlie  lU't  of  June  ii7,  18J)0, 
whert^hy  minors''  pensions  thereunder  are  made  to  eommenee,  in  all 
cases,  from  the  date  of  tilinj^  application  therefor,  has  now  obtained 
uiiintt*rrupt€dly  for  nearly  seven  years.  As  to  the  effect  of  such 
action,  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  (see.  309)  says: 

The  practii'al  ttonstniction  given  to  a  doubtful  statute  by  the  public  officers  o(  the 
State,  and  acted  upon  by  the  people  thereof,  is  to  Ikj  considered;  it  is,  iHjrhajis,  deci- 
sive in  case  of  doubt.  This  is  similar  in  effe(!t  to  a  course  of  judicial  decisions.  The 
legislature  is  presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  such  construction,  and  after  long  continu- 
ance, without  any  legislation  evincing  its  dissent,  (;ourts  will  consider  themsc^lves 
warranted  in  adopting  that  construction.  Contemiwrary  construction,  and  official 
usage  for  a  long  [ieri(xl  by  the  persons  charge<1  with  the  administration  of  the  law, 
are  among  the  legitimate  aids  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes. 

The  fact  that  Congress  has  recently  had  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
under  consideration  with  a  view  to  amending  it  in  those  particulai's  in 
which  its  administi*ation  had  been  found  to  work  hardship  or  injitstice, 
and  that  no  amendment  was  made  to  that  part  relating  to  minors'  pen- 
sions, is  not  without  significance  in  this  connection.  The  appellant  has 
advanced  no  reason  why  an  intcrpi^tation  of  a  doubtful  statute  which 
has  prev^ailed  so  long,  under  which  so  many  cases  have  ))een  adjudi- 
cated, and  which  has  received  the  tacit  a.ssent  of '  the  law-making 
power,  should  be  disturbed. 

Recurring  to  the  main  contention  of  the  appeal,  that  the  pension 
should  have  been  allowed  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  a  former 
application,  I  find  that  the  application  referred  to  was  in  the  following 
language: 

DECI^VRATIOX    FOR  PKNSION   OR  FOR  INCREASE  OF   PENSION   OF 
CHILDREN  UNDER  SIXTEEN  YEARS  OF  AGE. 

Statk  of  Illinois,  i\)unUj  nf  Jeffermm^  hh: 

On  this  14th  day  of  Dei*eml)er,  A.  I).  181)1,  iHTsonally  ap{)eare<l  liefore  me,  a  notary 
public  of  the  rity  of  Mount  Veinon,  within  and  for  the  county  and  State  aforesaid, 
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Mrw.  Mary  A.  Allen,  guardian  of  l^awrence  1).,  William  G.,  and  (UydiaDaiv — niinoreof 
Simeon  W.  Dare,  <leceafled — a  resident  of  McClelland  Town,  c^onnty  of  Jefferson, 
State  of  Illinois,  aj;ed  8,  10,  ami  13  years,  re8i)e<!tively,  who,  lx?ing  duly  Hwoni  a<*<i>rcl- 
ing  to  law,  makes  the  following  declaration  in  order  to  ohtain  the  pension  provitleti 
by  a<'t  of  Congress  for  (children  under  1(5  years  of  age:  That  they  are  the  legitimate 
children  of  Simeon  W.  Dare,  dei«ased,  who  enlisted  under  the  name  of  Simeon  W. 
Dare  at  Macedonia,  111.,  on  the  15th  day  of  Noveml^er,  A.  D.  1861,  in  ComjMUiy  K 
of  the  Fifty -sixth  Regiment  Illinois  Infantry  Volunteers,  in  the  war  of  1861-1865, 
who  died  of  complication  of  diseases — kidney  and  stomach  chiefly — at  JefferHon 
County,  III.,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  A.  I).  1886,  and  who  ]x)re  at  the  time  of  his 
death  the  rank  of  sergeant,  out  of  service;  that  he  left  a  widow  surviving,  Mary  A. 
Dare,  who,  on  November  16,  1891,  remarried  to  one  Charles  R.  Allen,  at  Jefferson 
County,  111.;  that  the  above-named  are  the  only  surviving  legitimate  children  of 
Simeon  W.  Dare  who  were  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  remarriage  oi  tlie 
widow,  who  drew  i)ension  to  date  of  remarriage;  that  said  children  were  the  issue  of 
soldier,  as  follows,  the  dates  of  their  birth  l)eing  as  hereinafter  stated: 

Lawrence  I).,  of  soldier,  by  Mary  A.,  l)orn  July  14,  1878. 

William  (t.,  of  soldier,  by  Mary  A.,  ])orn  April  10,  1881. 

Clydia,  of  soldier,  by  Mary  A.,  l>orn  November  20,  188J^. 

That  the  mother  was  marrietl  under  the  name  of  Marv  A.  Carn)ll  to  Sime<in  W. 
Dare,  there  being  no  legal  barrier  to  such  marriage;  that  the  said  children  have  not 
aided  or  alxitted  the  rel^ellion;  and  that  a  prior  application  has  l)een  file<l  liy  herself 
(now  applying  as  guardian)  on  which  she  was  ])ensioned,  certificate  No.  279,505;  that 
declarant  hereby  apiwints,  with  full  power  of  sulwtitution  and  revocation,  James  M. 
Pace,  of  Mount  Vernon,  111.,  her  attorney  to  prosecute  the  alK)ve  claim;  that  her 
post-office  address  is  Mount  Vernon,  III.  She  requests  application  of  testimony  fiknl 
in  her  claim.  No.  329,172,  on  which  said  certificate  No.  279,50?)  was  issued  to  her  as 
widow,  in  this  case. 

Mahy  A.  Allkn,  (Jwxrdian. 

C.  R.  Allen. 

J.  A.  Carroll. 

One  of  the  prerequisites  in  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law  is  an  allegation  that  soldier  died  by  reason  of  his  militarv 
service.  Attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  this  declaration  make^ 
no  allegation  to  that  effect,  either  directly  or  inferentially,  and  that, 
further,  the  declaration  refers  in  express  terms  to  a  pension  already 
granted  to  the  said  guardian,  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier,  said  pension 
being  granted  undei*  the  act  of  June  27,  1 890.  And  still  further,  the 
said  application  requests,  also  in  express  terms,  that  testimony  filed 
under  the  application  under  which  she  was  granted  said  pension  (act 
of  June  27,  1890)  should  be  considered  in  the  said  guardian's  claim. 
The  absence  of  an  averment  as  to  service  origin  of  death  cause,  and  the 
references  to  the  pension  granted  the  widow  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  would  appear  to  be  amply  sufficient  to  have  warranted  an  adjudi- 
cation of  the  claim  filed  by  the  guardian  as  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  Looking  at  it,  however,  in  the  most  unfavorable  light,  as  far 
as  the  minors  are  concerned,  the  application  is  couched  in  such  terms 
as  would  certainly  raise  a  strong  doubt  as  to  whether  it  was  intende<l 
as  a  declaration  under  the  general  law;  such  being  true  it  l>ecame  the 
unquestioned  duty  of  those  charged  with  the  adjudication  of  the  claim 
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to  sHtisfv  tbriiiselves  as  to  the  true  intent  of  the  guardian  in  the 
premises. 

Again,  as  being  somewhat  indicative  of  the  intent  of  the  declaration 
in  question,  it  ma}'  J)e  remarked  that  this  guardian  did,  as  widow  of 
said  soldier,  file  a  claim  under  the  general  law  on  July  24,  1885,  said 
claim  being  rejected  on  April  10,  1886,  on  the  ground  that  the  death 
of  the  soldier  was  not  shown  to  have  been  due  to  his  military  service. 
In  a  case  similar  to  the  one  under  consideration  I  held  it  to  be — 

*  *  ♦  more  reasonable  to  assume,  in  the  event  that  the  declaration  was  ques- 
tionable  as  to  what  law  it  claimed  under,  that  it  was  intended  to  claim  under  the 
law  under  which  a  favorable  adjudication  has  already  been  had,  rather  than  to  claim 
under  a  law  under  which  a  claim,  involving  the  same  issues,  had  been  rejected. 
(W.  S.  McDonald,  as  j^ardian  of  minors  of  William  A.  McCoy,  Docket  No.  43045.) 

1  believe  such  a  proposition  to  lie  sound,  and  in  the  within  case 
there  is,  as  seen,  much  reason  to  believe,  from  the  express  terms  of 
the  declaration,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  one  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.  I  again  hold,  by  reason  of  the  premises  herein,  the  same  as 
I  did  in  the  McDonald  case,  supra,  that — 

*  *  *  in  the  event  of  the  nature  of  the  declaration  in  question  being  obscure  or 
ambiguous,  the  intent  of  the  declaration  should  be  settled  Ijefore  adjudir;ation. 

It  appears  by  reason  of  the  foregoing  that  the  first  contention  of  the 
appeal  is  well  taken,  and  the  adjudication  of  the  claim  in  question,  by 
treating  the  application  thereunder  as  one  under  the  general  law,  is 
revoked  and  set  aside,  and  you  will  reopen  the  case  and  adjudicate  it 
upon  the  holding  that  the  application  filed  on  October  31,  1895,  by 
Mary  A.  Allen,  as  guardian,  was  an  application  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 


9EBVICK— ACT  JUNK  87,  18UO— ABSI&NCB. 

John  R.  Tkout. 

Ah  the  claimant  was  with  his  command  only  a  week  or  two  and  then  went  home 
and  remained  there  until  the  company  was  alx)ut  to  he  mustered  out,  his  place 
in  the  ranks  being,  in  the  meantime,  taken  by  another  man  who  answered  to 
his  name  at  roll  call,  it  not  being  shown  that  he  re(;eived  a  sick  furlough  as 
alleged,  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  was  not  entitled  to  pension  thereunder. 

Atiitistunt  Secretary  J^\  L,  Campbell  to  the  Cfminiis toner  of  Pensions^ 

June  29,  1901. 

The  appellant,  tlohn  R.  Trout,  sometime  a  soldier  in  Company  K, 
Fifty-fifth  Indiana  Infantry,  was,  in  May,  181U,  granted  a  pension  of 
$12  per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  189U.  In  November,  1898, 
after  a  special  examination,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension 
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roll  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  render  ninety  days'  actual  uiilitsiry 
service.     From  that  action  he  appealed  January  81,  ISIH). 

The  records  of  the  Wai*  Department  merely  show  that  John  It. 
Trout,  of  Company  K,  Fifty-fifth  Indiana  Infantry,  wjus  enrolled  JuW 
25,  1SG2,  and  mustered  out  October  28,  1S(I)2,  and  that  during^  the 
period  intervening  between  those  dates  he  was  reported  present  on  all 
rolls. 

From  evidence  procured  1)}'  special  examination  in  ^Fune,  ISOH,  it 
apjxnirs  that  about  a  week  or  two  after  his  enlistment  the  appellant 
left  his  company  and  went  home  and  that  Ik*  remained  there  until  the 
(*ompany  was  about  to  be  mustered  out,  his  place  in  the  mnks,  in  the 
meantime,  l>eing  Uiken  by  one.  Edwin  Ferguson,  who  answered  to  hih 
name  at  roll  call  and  served  in  his  stead. 

As  to  these  facts  there  is  no  dispute,  })ut  the  evidence  discloses  some 
discrepancies  as  to  the  circumstances  undei-  \yhich.the  substitution 
was  made.  The  claimant  says  he  was  sent  home  on  sick  furlough, 
and  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  any  arr«ingement  whereby  another  man 
was  permitted  to  serve  in  his  placc^  He  admits,  however,  that  he 
understo(xl  that  one  Edwin  Ferguson  answered  to  his  name  at  roll 
call  and  drew  a  part  of  his  pay.     Ferguson  says: 

A]x)iit  one  week  after  Coini>any  K  went  to  Indiana])oliH  I  went  to  Inilianaitoliia. 
*  *  *  When  I  rea<.'he(l  tlie  <lepot  at  Intliana]X)lis  I  met  John  R.  Trout,  a  nephew 
of  mine,  who  had  enlit?te<l  in  Company  K.  Said  Trout  wai«  nick.  I  told  liini  to  jro 
to  see  (^aptaiii  I^ayman  and  if  he  was  wiUinjj:  I  would  take  his  (Tnmt's)  plm-e.  He 
Haw  the  captain  and  .startetl  home  the  name  day.  I  went  to  camp  and  serve<l,  a«  I 
understoo<l  it,  in  Trout\s  place.  In  a  few  day.s  after  I  joine<l  the  comjiany  I  went 
with  the  company  to  Kentucky.  No;  Trout  did  not  go.  We  were  down  there 
ahout  four  weeks,  then  hack  to  Indianapoli.s  a  week- or  ho.  The  comjwuiy  tlien  went 
to  .Teffenionville,  Ind.,  to  jruard  hridjjes.  I  did  not  jjo;  ntaytMl  ahout  Indiana[M>]is 
an<l  went  home  to  Clovenlale  one  week.  I  went  V)ack  to  IndianapoliH  and  wa.**  there 
when  the  company  wa**  mustered  out.  I  went  there  and  the  captain  toM  me  to 
answer  to  Trout's  name.  The  officer  (name  unknown)  said  to  wait  a  few  days  till 
those*  who  were  home  sick  came  and  all  would  ))e  nuistere<l  out  at  oni»e.  Trout  was 
sent  for  and  he  canje  and  was  mustere<l  out.  I  wa«  near  l)y  at  the  time.  The  cap- 
tain had  the  pay.     He  jjrave  me  part  of  it  and  he  gave  Trout  some. 

Captain  La3'man,  referred  to  in  the  above  statement,  testified  that 
he  remembered  John  K.  Trout,  but  had  no  recollection  of  his  l)eing 
sick  or  disal)led  in  any  way  while  in  camp  at  Indianapolis,  or  of  his 
going  home  and  his  place  l)eing  taken  }>v  another  man.  Hearing  the 
sworn  statement  of  Edwin  Ferguson  did  not  refresh  his  memory  as  to 
th<»  alleged  facts. 

The  appellant's  attorney  has  sulnuitted  an  argument  in  support  of 
the  appeal  in  which  he  presents  a  num])er  of  hypothetical  cases  to  show 
that  the  service*  contemplatcnl  ])v  the  act  of  June  27,  181>t),  is  not  nec- 
essarily activt*  service  in  titdd  or  in  cam]),  but  that  it  includes  time 
spent  in  hospital  and  at  home  on  sick  furlough.  There  will  Ih»  no 
dissent  from  this  as  a  general  proposition,  but  it  does  not  lit  the  facts 
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in  this  case.  The  appellant  was  not  in  hospital  and  there  is  no  cvi- 
deiiee  that  he  received  a  sick  furlouj^h.  Sick  furlouj^hs  were  limited 
as  to  time  and  if  a  soldier  was  not  abU^  to  report  at  the  expiration  of 
his  furlough  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  have  it  extended  })y  proper 
authority  or  be  cx)nsidei'ed  as  absent  without  leave.  It  is  not  con- 
tended  that  this  soldier  received  any  extension  of  furlough  after  leav- 
ing the  company,  although  he  was  at  home,  according  to  his  own 
stjitement,  al)out  eighty-two  days  out  of  the  ninety -six  that  elapsed 
between  his  enlistment  and  his  discharge. 

Again,  a  soldier  on  sick  furlough  wjus  not  required  to  furnish  a  sub- 
stitute, and  did  not  lose  his  pay  for  the  time  he  was  absent;  so  that 
the  very  fact  that  the  appellant  did  have  a  substitute  who,  as  he  says, 
received  a  part  of  his  pay,  tends  strongly  to  show  that  he  was  not  f ur- 
loughed  on  account  of  sickness,  but  that  he  went  home,  either  without 
the  knowledge  of  his  officers  or  pursuant  to  some  such  arrangement 
as  that  suggested  by  the  testimony  of  Ferguson — an  arrangement 
which  was  clearly  irregular  and  unwarmnted  bv  military  regulations. 

It  is  believed  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contemplates  an  actual 
sen'ice  of  at  lesist  ninety  days  in  the  sense  that  the  soldier  or  sailor 
benefi<riary  nmst  have  been  for  that  length  of  time  either  performing 
military  duty,  or  in  hospital,  or  on  sick  furlough,  or  held  as  a  prisoner 
by  the  enemy.  The  language  of  the  act  is:  "All  persons  who  served 
ninety  days  or  more,"  etc.  It  would  seem  to  be  unnecessary  to  argue 
that  a  man  voluntarily  absent  from  his  conmiand  without  leave,  or 
with  leave  for  purposes  of  his  own  business  or  pleasure,  was  not  serv- 
ing his  country  during  the  time  of  such  absence. 

Upon  the  facts  shown  in  evidence  in  this  case,  the  appellant  has  no 
title  to  |x»nsion  and  his  name  is  properly  dropped  from  the  roll.  The 
action  is  affirmed. 


EVll>KNfrE— WEIGHT  OF  EVIDKNC'K— PRESUMPl'ION  OF  PRIOR  HERVIC^E. 

Johanna  I)or(;an  (widow). 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  on  the  jjroiind  of  claimant's  ina)>iHty  to  prove  that  the 
Holilier  was  not  in  tlie  military  or  naval  nervice  of  the  United  Staten  prior  or 
Huhsetjuent  U)  the  t(»rm  of  nervice  on  which  naid  <*laini  is  l)a>«iHl,  when  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  and  reasonable  inferen<'e  from  known  fact>i  are  against 
the  probability  that  the  soldier  wa.s  in  the  service  at  any  other  time  than  an 
Htate<l,  was  error,  as  the 'claimant  should  be  jjiven  the  benetit  of  any  remaining 
doubt  on  that  )x>int. 

AnsiJiUint  SecreJitvij  F.  L,  OnuphU  to  fhr  C(nntnl><s!<nirr  of  J\'nJ<io?t.s^ 

Juhj  10,  lOOL 

Johanna  Dorgan  filed  on  July  80, 1S1)2,  a  elaim  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  181H),  as  the  widow  of  Peter  Doro-au,  who  served  from 
November  27,  1801,  to  September  7,  1S(>8,  jus  a  private  in  C^)m|)any  B, 
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Seventy -eighth  New  York  Infantry.  Her  claim  was  rejected  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  in  January,  1901,  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  not 
shown  to  be  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  Peter  Dorgan,  and  upon 
the  additional  ground  that  said  soldier  was  not  shown  to  be  dead.  An 
appeal  was  taken,  and,  on  March  11, 1901,  the  Department  reversed  the 
action  as  to  both  of  the  grounds  stated,  and  directed  that  the  claim 
be  readjudicated.  On  June  10,  1901,  it  was  readjudicated  and  again 
rejected — 

*  *  *  On  the  ground  that  there  is  no  satisfactory  evidence  in  the  case  that  the 
soldier  was  not  in  the  naval  or  military  service  of  the  Unitc<i  States  Government 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  prior  to  November  27,  1861,  or  subsequent  to  Sep- 
tember 7,  1863,  and  the  claimant  has  declared  her  inability  to  furnish  same. 

From  that  action  an  appeal  was  taken  June  19, 1901,  the  contention 
being  that  the  ground  assigned  is  insufficient  to  warrant  the  rejection 
of  the  claim. 

The  claimant  has  given  good  and  sufficient  reasons  why  she  can  not 
furnish  positive  evidence  that  the  soldier  was  not  in  the  militar3*  or 
naval  service  of  the  United  States  otherwise  than  as  stated.  She  was 
not  married  to  him  until  1873;  the  marriage  occurred  in  Ireland;  she 
did  not  come  to  this  country  until  1880;  consequentlj^  she  does  not 
know  of  any  persons  who  knew  him  during  his  residence  here  prior  to 
November,  1861,  or  between  September  7,  1863,  and  the  date  of  his 
return  to  Ireland.  She  declares  that,  to  the  best  of  her  knowledge, 
his  only  enlistment  was  in  Compan}'  B,  Seventy -eighth  New  York 
Infantr}',  and  submits,  as  the  best  obtainable  evidence  on  that  point,  the 
affidavit  of  the  soldier's  son  (b\'  a  prior  marriage),  who  sweai*s  that  his 
father  enlisted  but  once,  and  was  not  in  the  military  or  naval  service 
prior  to  November,  1861,  or  subsequent  to  September,  1863.  This 
affiant  was  about  five  years  old  in  1861,  and  about  nine  when  the  war 
closed. 

The  soldier  filed  two  declarations  for  pension  on  account  of  dis- 
ability incurred  while  serving  in  Company  B,  Seventy-eighth  New 
York  Infantry — one  on  Septemter  18,  1863,  and  the  other  on  Novem- 
ber 5,  1875 — but  in  neither  of  them  did  he  make  an}'^  statement  sus  to 
prior  or  subsequent  service.  There  appear  to  be  no  reasons  for  sup- 
posing that  he  was  in  the  service  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  dates 
named,  except  those  stated  by  a  reviewer,  in  a  slip  attached  to  the 
'*  brief,"  as  follows: 

Soldier  was  (lie<^harge<l  September  7,  1863;  applied  for  pension  Septemper  18, 
1863;  waH  examined  May  23,  18()4;  and  had  a  reconi  for  alleged  disability.  The 
(!laim  was  established,  and  yet  he  failed  U)  further  prosecute,  and  never  drew  {tension. 
There  were  ntill  op|>ortunitie8  for  enlistment,  and  high  Ixmnties  were  then  prevalent 
and  a  great  incentive.  In  fact  all  the  circumstances  iK)int  to  the  probability  of  reen- 
listment  one  or  more  timej?.  In  fa<'t,  he  may  have  Ikkjii  a  Hucc^ssful  lK>unty  jumper. 
At  least,  soon  afti'r,  he  was  able  to  make  a  trip  to  Ireland,  and  had  some  money  for 
which,  it  is  evi<lent,  claimant  married  him. 
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The  soldier  did  not  make  the  trip  to  Ireland  until  1871  or  1872. 
(See  the  testimony  of  his  son.)  It  requires  considerable  ingenuity  to 
find,  in  the  fact  that  he  had  ''  some  money"  at  that  time,  confirmation 
of  the  theory  that  he  reen listed  one  or  more  times  for  bounty  between 
September,  1863,  and  the  close  of  the  war. 

His  claim  for  pension  was  not  allowed  in  1864,  and  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  *' established"  under  the  rules  then  prevailing  in  the 
Pension  Bureau.  (See  indorsements  on  the  old  ''jacket,"  as  to  calls 
for  evidence  in  November,  1863,  and  April,  1872.)  It  will  hardly  be 
maintained  that  his  failure  to  continue  the  prosecution  of  the  claim 
can  not  be  reasonably  accounted  for  othei'wise  than  by  assuming  that 
he  reenlisted.  If  it  can  be  reasonably  accounted  for  otherwise,  how 
does  it  "  point  to  the  probability  of  reenlistment?" 

It  seems  to  the  Department  that  the  facts,  fairly  considered,  rather 
tend  to  render  it  improbable  that  the  soldier  reenlisted.  He  was  dis- 
charged from  service  in  September,  1863,  as  being  "'incapable  of 
performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  cataract  of  both  eyes," 
and  "unfit  for  the  Invalid  Corps."  He  was  examined  in  May,  1864, 
and  reported  to  be  suffering  from  chronic  conjunctivitis  with  granular 
lids,  his  eyes  being  very  weak  and  exposure  to  light  causing  great 
pain.  The  disability  was  thought  by  the  examining  surgeon  to  be 
"  temporary ,"  but  the  records  of  the  Soldiers' Home  at  Hampton,  Va., 
show  that  he  was  still  suffering  from  chronic  conjunctivitis,  with  ever- 
sion  of  the  lids  and  impaired  vision,  when  admitted  to  that  institution 
in  December,  1874.  If  his  condition  was  correctly  described  by  the 
examining  surgeon  in  Ma}^  1864,  it  is  manifest  that  he  would  not  have 
been  accepted  if  he  had  offered  to  enlist  at  that  time;  and  in  view  of 
the  record  showing  that  he  was  suffering  from  disability  of  the  same 
character  in  1874,  it  does  not  seem  probable  that  he  was  fit  for  mili- 
tary duty  at  any  time  after  his  discharge  in  September,  1863.  At  any 
rate,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  facts  that  would  warmnt  an  assumption 
that  he  was  a  good  subjec^t  for  reenlistment  })etween  Septemlier,  1863, 
and  the  close  of  the  war. 

But  assuming  that  he  was  in  the  service  during  the  war,  either  prior 
to  November  27,  l.s61,  or  subsequent  to  September  7,  1863,  that  fact 
would  cut  no  figure  in  the  widow's  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
181K),  unless  it  be  also  assumed  that  he  deserted  or  was  dishonorably 
discharged  from  such  service;  so  that  her  claim  st^inds  rejected  upooa 
possibility  based  upon  a  possibility — a  possibility  that  the  soldier 
deserted  or  was  dishonorably  discharged  from  a  service  which  is  itself 
a  mere  possibility.  Such  a  rejection  plainly  violates  the  rule  so  often 
announced  ])vthe  Department,  that  claimants  should  be  given  the  ben- 
efit of  slight  doubts,  and  that  where  the  proofs  or  probabilities  for  and 
against  any  element  of  title  are  balanced,  the  i)resuniption  should 
incline  in  favor  of  the  claim.     (Digest  of  IViision  and  Bounty-Land 
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Decisions,  p.  204.)  This  is  a  i*ule  of  general  application,  and  not  one 
to  be  applic^d  or  not  applied  as  a  reviewer  ma}'  see  fit.  In  the  case 
under  considenitlon  it  is  believed,  for  reasons  heretofore  stated,  that 
the  weight  of  the  evidence  and  reasonable  inference  from  known 
facts  are  against  the  probability  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  military 
or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  at  any  other  time  than  that  stated 
in  his  and  in  the  widow's  applications  for  pension,  and  that  the 
claimant  should  have  the  benefit  of  any  remaining  doubt  on  that  point 
The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed  and  the  case  herewith  returned 
for  readjudication. 

DEATH  CJAITSK— l»ATIIOIX>GICAL  SEQUENCE— DISCHARGE— ACTT  .TUNE  87, 

1890. 

Matilda  C.  Tunison  (widow). 

The  deceased  officer  was  formerly  a  pensioner  at  total  of  rank  as  major  ($25  per  month ) 
on  account  of  *  *  fracture  of  right  elljow. "  His  death  on  February  2:^,  1898,  accord- 
ing to  the  return  thereof  made  by  the  attending  ]>hy8ician,  was  due  to  "Amy<v 
trophic  lateral  sclerosis  and  acute  pneumcmitis." 

Pneumonitis  (pneumonia)  l)eing  an  acute  disease — due  to  a  specific  germ — could  not 
have  l)een  a  result  of  his  military  service;  and  his  medical  attendant's  t(«timfmv 
to  the  effe<;t  that  the  amyotrophic  lateral  sc^lerosis  was  a  pathologic;  sequence  of  the 
fracture  of  right  ellxjw,  not  being  in  haniumy  with  the  holding  of  rec()gnize<l  med- 
ical authoriti€*e,  to  the  effect  that  the  etiology  of  such  disease  is  as  yet  unknown, 
the  arbitrary  and  unsupported!  professional  opinion  or  theory  of  tliis  affiant  t^an 
not  be  permitted  to  control  the  judgment  of  the  Department  in  this  («se,  which 
is:  That  the  appellant  has  no  title  to  a  pension  under  tlie  general  law,  as  the 
cAse  now  stands. 

The  decedent's  dis<'harge  from  Company  G,  Twentieth  Illinois  Infantrj',  a<'cording 
t-o  the  decision  of  the  War  DejMirtment,  which  has  sole  jurisdirtion  in  siu'h  mat- 
ters, not  having  lx;en  an  lumorable  dis<'harge,  his  relict,  the  api^ellant,  has  ni>  title 
U)  a  jjension  umler  the  provisions  n(  section  8,  ac!t  of  June  27,  1890. 

AMJ<iMfnfif  Sf't^t'fanj  F.  L,  Canipl>ell  to  tJw  CofiuntHHioiu^r  of  Ptm^tohJ*^ 

July  10,  190L 

MatikU  C,  widow  of  John  Tunison,  lat(^  captain,  C^ompany  G, 
Twentieth  Illinois  Infantry,  and  major  One  hundred  and  fifty -sixth 
and  One  hundred  and  thirty -eighth  Illinois  Infantry,  re.spectively, 
filed  January  21*,  IJ^Ol,  through  her  attorneys,  an  appeal  from  the 
rejection  l)y  the  Bureaux  of  her  claims  for  jM?nsion  under  the  general 
law  and  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181K),  as  well. 

The  late  oflScer,  the  hus])and  of  the  appellant,  who  enlisted  April  24, 
1861,  and  w^as  discharged  November  16, 18()2,  reenlistc^d  June  29, 1864, 
and  was  discharged  Octo})er  14, 1S64,  and  was  again  mustered  in  March 
9,  1865,  and  then  finally  dis(^harged  September  20,  1865,  was  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  general  law  at  ''total  of  rank,'' as  major  ($25  per 

month),  on  account  of  "fiucture  of  right  elbow."'  He  died  Febiiiary 
28, 1898,  and  on  August  2, 1898,  his  widow  filed  her  said  claims  for  jxni- 
sion  under  lx)th  the  general  law  and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The 
former  claim  was  rejected  September  27,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the 
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soldier's  death  from  disease  of  lung's  and  spinal  cord  was  not  due  to 
the  fnietui'e  of  right  el})ow  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  and  the  latter 
claim  was  rejected  SepttMnlnu*  11*,  181M),  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier 
had  **not  been  honorably  discharged  from  all  service,"'  as  recjuired  by 
the  terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  is  contended  in  the  pending  appeal  in  the  premises  that — 

♦  *  *  It  is  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  injury  to  arm  raiwKMi  a  nervous  dis- 
ease^  which  progressed  and  finally  involved  the  8]>inal  conl,  and  thereby  rt^ult«<l  in 
tleath.  It  is  believed  that  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician,  HupiK)rt<Nl  l)y  the 
facti*  Htated  in  his  affidavit,  should  govern  in  the  a<ijudication  of  the  claim. 

And  departmental  decision  of  December  5,  1900  (11  P.  I).,  151),  in 
the  case  of  Enoch  Alexander,  is  cited  as  involving  a  similar  question. 

Relative  to  the  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
it  is  contended  that  the  "disabilitv"  which  caused  the  soldier's  dis- 
missal  from  the  service  in  18f)2,  while  captain  of  Company  (},  Twen- 
tieth Illinois  Infantry,  having  been  ''removed  in  18r)5,"  that  *' the 
removal  of  the  disability  would  apparently  make  the  service  honorable."" 

Inasmuch  as  the  report  which  the  Bureau  was  nHjuested  to  make — 

in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  contentions — consisted  only  of  an  advisory 

opinion  of  the  medical  referee  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  medical  action 

in  the  claim  under  the  genenil  law,  the  validity  of  tlie  rejection  of  the 

claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  upon  the  ground  assigned  for 

the  adverse  action  in  such  claim  was  not  considered  in  the  said  reix)rt, 

which  is  as  follows: 

This  deeeawid  officer  was  pensioned  for  a  frarture  of  the  rijrht  ellww.  The  evi- 
dence showp  that  he  had  {tainful  neuromata  on  the  ri^ht  ann  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Heat  of  injury,  and  that  at  different  timers  pur^cal  oj>erations  were  |)erfonne<l  for 
their  removal.  He  die<l  February  23,  1898,  the  cauf«t^H  of  <leath  l>ein^  stati'd  in  the 
official  return  ma<le  at  the  time  by  the  attendinj?  phynician  a><  "acnt*'  jmeumonitis" 
of  five  day H*  duration  and  •*amyotrophic  lateral  Hclerosis'*  of  live  yearn'  duration. 
In  hiH  affidavit,  made  mon^  than  nix  months  later,  this  phynician  Htated  that  the 
imnKMliate  <»um».  of  death  wa«  "amyotn)phic  lateral  Hcleronis,  prcHluced  by  the 
injury  of  ann  an<l  H])ine,"  and  made  no  reference  to  the  acute  pneumonitiH.  No 
injury  to  the  spine  luul  ever  bw^i  alle^rcnl  or  shown,  however,  and  there  is  no  war- 
rant for  the  further  contention  in  the  ap|>eal  "that  the  injury  to  arm  caused  ;i 
ner\'ous  disease  whi<*h  pro^fr<\s.vi<Hl  and  finally  involved  the  spinal  cord  and  thereby 
peHulte<l  in  death."  There  was  no  probable  i)atholojrical  relation  lH»twe<"n  the  injury 
of  the  right  ell)o\v,  which  was  incurre<l  in  18<>4,  or  any  other  probable  injury  at  the 
same  time,  and  the  dist»ase  of  the  .spinal  cord  an<l  a<'ute  pneumonia,  whi<*h  prove<l 
fatal  in  1898.  As  indicati^l  by  the  official  re|>ort  of  the  <leath,  ixa  well  as  by  the  phy- 
sician's sul)se<iuent  afii<lavit,  the  duration  t)f  the  primary  fatal  disease  was  five  years, 
a  i)erifMl  that  is  rather  lon^c^r  than  the  averaj^e  in  that  affection,  the  projrnoHis  of 
which  is  invariably  Iwul.  No  definite  exciting  caus<»  or  cauws  of  amyotn)phic  lateral 
sclerosis  are  recogniz«*cl,  but  Dana,  a  rectmt  (1897)  writer  and  authority,  says  it  is 
*'considere<l  a  disease  of  involution,  i.  e.,  teratological  <lefcct,  tlie  fir>^t  ami  M»cond 
motor  neurons  (U»generating  l)ecauseof  inherently  defi<*ient  vitality."  The  reje<*tion 
of  the  claim  on  the  ground  stated  is  adhere<l  to. 

As  stated  in  the  foregoing  report,  "no  definite  exciting  cause  or 
cauiies  of  amyotrophic  lateml  sclerosis  are  recognized"  in  the  science 
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of  medicine.  Such  disease  is,  however,  held  by  recognized  medical 
authorities  to  be  ''clinically  and  pathologically  well  detined,'"  in  so  far 
as  it  appeal's  to  be  "a  combination"  of  two  other  well-defined  diseases 
of  the  spinal  cord,  namely,  "lateral  sclerosis  and  chronic  spinal  mus- 
cular atrophy  "  (Peterson).  A  number  of  causes  of  eac».h  of  these  two 
diseases  have  been  mentioned  by  various  writers,  but  the  etiologiail 
factors  upon  which  they  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  chronic  disea^^s 
of  the  spinal  cord  depend  yet  remain  to  be  demonstrated  to  the  abt!to- 
lute  satisfaction  of  the  medical  profession.  In  view  of  the  obscurity 
of  the  origin  of  the  majority  of  this  class  of  cases  it  is  not  strange  that 
the  observer  herein  quoted  (Peterson)  should  state: 

We  do  not  know  what  factors  are  at  work  in  the  prodaction  of  amyotrophic  lateral 
sclerofiis.  Doabtless  when  we  understand  better  the  etiology  of  other  chronic  sys- 
temic diseases  or  degenerations  of  the  spinal  cord,  the  causes  of  this  disorder  will  be 
clear. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  best-known  and 
most  highly  respected  observers,  both  past  and  present,  have  frankly 
acknowledged  their  inability  to  arrive  at  any  satisfactory  solution  — 
after  the  most  careful  and  thorough  research — of  such  problems  as  the 
one  under  consideration,  it  must  be  held  that  the  contention  of  the 
attorneys  for  the  appellant  ^Hhat  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physi- 
cian, supported  by  the  facts  stated  in  his  affidavit,  should  govern  in 
the  adjudication  of  the  claim"  is  wholly  untenable. 

The  said  physician  testified  that  the  immediate  cause  of  the  soldier  s 
death  "was  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  produced  by  the  injury  of 
arm  and  spine."  In  view,  however,  of  the  facts  hereinbefore  set  forth, 
the  Department  must  decline  to  concur  in  such  statement,  and  holds  it 
to  l)e  entirely  insufficient  to  determine  a  question  of  so  much  impor- 
tance as  the  one  herein  considered.  But,  at  the  same  time,  no  reflec- 
tions upon  the  abilit}'  and  probity  of  the  said  affiant  are  intended  by 
such  holding,  neither  is  it  intended  to  asseH  as  a  fact  that  his  theory 
in  this  instiince  is  incorrect,  as  the  Department  does  not  undertake  to 
determine  questions  of  this  character  from  an  etiological,  but  from  a 
judicial,  standpoint;  and  its  judgment  is  based  upon  the  ascertained 
results  of  the  rescmrches  and  inv(\stigations  of  the  alilest  observers  in 
this  particular  field  known  to  the  medical  profession  throughout  the 
world,  whose  findings  have  been  universally  adopted  by  such  profe.^- 
sion,  and  which  accepted  findings  nmst  control  until  the  patience  and 
toil  of  some  one  oi'  more  of  these  observers  shall  ]>e  rewarded  by  the 
discovery  of  the  hidden  foe  for  which  they  have  so  long  sean^hed,  and 
it  can  l>e  confidently  announced  and  demonsti^ated  to  the  world  that 
the  true  nature  of  the  cause  or  causes  of  these  obscure  diseases  is  no 
longer  a  mystery,  as  was  so  successfully  accomplished  in  the  stud}-  of 
the  nature  and  origin  of  a  large  number  of  the  spe^Mfic  infectious  dis- 
eiisps — notably  so  in  tuberculosis,  diphtheria,  aiid  cholera,  and  par- 
tially so  in  typhoid,  malarial,  and  othor  fc'vers. 
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Furthermore,  the  arbitrary  and  unsupported  professional  opinion 
or  theory  iidvanced  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  control  the  judgment  of  the  Department  in  any  case.  (See 
csL»e  of  Margaret  Lalone,  widow,  11  P.  D.,  301.) 

The  case  of  Enoch  Alexander  (11  P.  D.,  151),  cited  by  the  attorneys 
as  ^)eing  similar  to  the  ease  at  bar,  is  not  an  analogous  case.  The 
pathology  of  the  case  cited  was  definitely  determined,  and  the  holding 
of  the  Department  in  the  premises  was  sustained  by  competent  med- 
ical authority,  whereas  in  the  case  at  bar  the  same  authority  is  adverse 
to  the  contentions  herein  set  up. 

Eliminating,  then,  from  further  consideration  the  question  of  the 
probable  origin  of  the  aforesaid  disease  of  spine,  there  is  still  another 
factor,  and  a  very  potent  one,  too,  to  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  death  cause  of  the  soldier,  namely,  '^  acute  pneumonitis  of 
five  days'  duration."  And  inasmuch  as  the  said  acute  attack  of  pneu- 
monia can  hardly  be  claimed  to  have  been  a  result  of  the  fracture  of 
right  elbow  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned,  or  to  have  been  oth- 
erwise due  to  his  military  service,  it  must  be  held  that  the  widow's 
alleged  title  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law  has  not  been  estab- 
lished.    The  rejection  of  such  claim  is,  therefore,  hereby  affirmed. 

Relative  to  the  contention  in  regard  to  the  rejection  of  the  widow's 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  it  need  only  be  said  that  inas- 
much as  the  War  Department,  which  has  sole  jurisdiction  in  such  mat- 
ters, has  decided  that  the  soldier's  discharge  from  the  Twentieth 
Illinois  Infantry,  November  16, 1862,  "  for  willful  neglect  of  duty  and 
violation  of  orders  is  not  regarded  as  an  honorable  discharge,"  such 
contention  is  wholly  untenable. 

The  rejection  of  the  appellant's  claim  under  the  said  ac^t  is  therefore 
hereby  affirmed. 


MARRIAOK— C:OIX>R£n  PERSONH-EMANC^IPATION  PROCLAMATION. 

RosK  E.,  Alleged  Widow  of  Israel  Smith. 

Appellant,  prior  t4)  the  time  of  her  allege<i  marriage  to  noldier,  married  one  William 
NorriB,  in  1864,  who  was  at  the  time  a  Holdier  in  the  United  Statics  Army, 
stationed  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  in  territory  in  ]M)HK^8Hi()n  of  the  UniUni  States 
forces  in  which  the  President'H  emancipation  proclamation  of  January  1,  1863, 
was  effeirtive,  and  claimant  waH  also  in  said  territory  Hervin^  with  the^  Unite<i 
States  forces  as  laundress,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  Inking  perfomuHl  by  the 
chaplain  of  soldier's  regiment.  As  it  in  Hhown  that  said  Norrin  was  still  living 
at  the  time  of  claimant's  alleginl  marriage  to  Smith,  and  no  divon'e  l)eing  shown, 
said  marriage  was  void. 

Assijttant  S^'eretary  F,  Z.  Campf}M  to  the  Coiumliwumer  of  Pentn4ms^ 

Jidy  10,  1901. 

On  January  22,  1901,  the  Department  affirmed  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  of  Rose  E.  Smith,  al legged  widow  of  Israel  Smith,  fonuerly  of 
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Company  E,  Thirty-eighth  United  States  Coloi'ed  Vohmtecr  Infantry. 
Said  claim  was  filed  on  August  7,  181)7,  under  the  a<'t<>f  June  27,  IMHI, 
and  was  rejec^U^d  on  August  7,  ISlll),  on  the  ground  that  the  elaimant 
was  not  shown  t<^  he  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier.  The  elaimant, 
on  Fel)ruary  21, 1901,  tiled  a  motion  for  reconsidenition  of  the  alK)ve 
mentioned  action  of  the  Department,  resting  upon  tlie  eont<»ntion 
therein  set  forth  as  follows: 

I  contencl  that  the  only  material  question  unsettled  in  ihi»  vase  in  whether  the  8ui>- 
posed  marriage  of  (daimant  to  one  NorriH  in  1804,  at  Norfolk,  Va.,  was  void  or  valid. 
In  determining  that  (juiwtion  it  nmst  be  home  in  mind  that  the  i>artie«  were  refnjjee 
slaves,  and  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  they  were  as  ineomjK^tent  to  enter  into  a 
contraet  of  marriage  at  that  time  as  were  eattle  or  any  other  stock.  The  fac-t  that 
they  had  run  away  from  their  masters  did  not  make  them  free  persons  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law. 

It  is  state<l  in  your  det^sion  that  claimant  and  Norris  were  '*  joined  in  marriage  by 
some  (terciinony  deemed  by  them  obligatory  as  sj>e<*ifie<l  in  section  4705,  R<»vise<J 
Statute's.  But  1  can't  Injlieve,  if  that  be  so,  that  you  hoM  that  such  ceremony  con- 
stitutinl  a  valid  marriage  in  Virginia  under  an  ac;t  of  Congress,  as  Congress  ha<l  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  (juestion  of  marriage  in  the  State,  it  beting  governtnl  wholly  by 
State  laws  ami  statutt^s.  (Sih^  Bishop  on  Marrij^e  and  Divon^,  vol.  1,  p[>.  H8, 
15r>-I(i:i.) 

StH'tion  4705  does  not  de<^Iare  what  shall  or  shall  not  l)e  a  valid  marriage,  Imt 
simply  provides  in  what  cases  widows  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  pension  j>n)- 
vided  by  law  without  other  evidence  of  marriage  than  satisfactory  proof  that  the 
parties  were  joined  in  marriage  by  some  ceR'numy  deemed  by  them  obligatory,  or 
habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife  and  were  so  recogniz€Yl  by  their 
neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlistment,  when  such  w^ldier 
or  sailor  die<i  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherwise,  to  date  of  death.  It  nowliere  declares 
that  such  section  should  be  usimI  against  the  claimant,  and  this  is  the  first  instanw 
I  have  ever  known  it  to  be  so  construtMl.  It  was  (tlearlv  the  intention  of  Congress 
to  provi<le  a  means  whereby  tlie  widows  and  children  could  obtain  a  j)ensio:i  in  <-«u<es 
where  no  valid  marriage  existetl,  and  Congress  has  never,  so  far  as  I  know,  attempttnl 
to  legislate  on  a  question  (»f  marriage  within  the  domain  of  a  State:  If  it  bail  iloue 
so,  it  would  clearly  1k»  unconstitutional  and  of  no  effect,  having  no  juris<liction  on 
tlu^  subj(*ct. 

I  conten<l,  without  fear  of  successful  contituliction,  that  said  marriage  was  not 
valid  when  contracted,  and  never  has  been  since,  and  it  s(*<*ms  to  me  that  it  is  swh 
a  clear  <'as(»  that  there  is  no  necessity  of  quoting  from  the  numerous  decisions  and 
authorities  tiiat  coul<l  Ik*  arrayed  to  sustain  this  view. 

In  the  decision  under  review  it  is  held  as  follows: 

It  is  contended  in  ])rief  that  claimant's  firj^t  marriage  in  June,  1864,  at  Ports- 
mouth, Va.,  to  William  Norris  Wiu^  void  under  the  code  of  Virginia,  187.*i,  jiag**  S4, 
and  that  therefore  her  second  marriage  OctolKT  29,  1S70,  to  Israel  Smith,  in  the 
same  State,  was  valid,  and  that  it  is  inmiaterial  whether  Norris  was  alive  when 
clahnant  married  Smith. 

It  apj>ears  that  claimant  was  first  married  to  William  Norris,  then  a  private  in 
Company  K,  Thirty-sixth  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  at  Portsmouth, 
Va.,  by  the  chaplain  of  his  regiment,  in  the  Hunimer  of  \HC>4;  that  she  live<I  with 
Norris  but  a  few  duvs  as  his  wife  whi^u  his  reirirnent  was  ordennl  awav  ami  she 
has  never  nimre  seen  him.     The  rwords  show  that  Norris  was  disi'hargcil  Septeml>er, 
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iSiiH,  and  in  shown  ))y  tlie  testimony  of  Mik*8  Brown  to  have  Ix^tm  alive  a«  late  as 
ISWA  or  1894. 

On  (h'tolHT  2\iy  1870,  claimant  married  Israel  Smith,  late  private,  (Company  E, 
Thirty-eighth  Tnited  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  at  Norfolk,  Va. 

Ill  said  opinion  it  is  further  held: 

Tlie  only  (juestion  rai>Hi<l  hy  the?  ap|)eal  \»  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  first  mar- 
riai^e,  and  it  i-s  contende<l  that  it  is  invalid  because  of  the  laws  of  Virginia,  alx)ve 
cited. 

That  claimant  and  the  soldier  Norris  "were  joine<l  in  marria^  by  some  crereraony 
deenieil  by  them  oblij^atory,"  as  si)CH!ifie<l  in  section  4705,  Revised  Statut^^s,  is  evi- 
di-ncinl  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  at  least,  by  the  fact  that  she  applied  for  {Mansion 
a.M  bis  widow  on  May  17,  anrl  July  17,  1890,  relyinjj  cm  the  validity  of  said  first  mar- 
ring', ami  lier  said  claim  was  reject<ul  Aujrust  7,  1899,  not  u[K)n  the  ground  that  said 
marriage  was  illegal,  but  uiK)n  the  ground  that  she  was  unable  to  establish  the  death 
of  her  first  husband.  - 

There  is  nothing  on  pagt;  84  of  the  C<Hle  of  Virginia  of  1873,  cited  by  (tlaimant's 
attorney,  wliich  has  any  l)earing  on  the  subject  of  marriage,  and  it  is  passible  that  a 
referenci;  to  i)age  844  of  said  code  was  inten<le<l. 

Stvtion  7  of  chapter  105  of  siiid  code,  relating  to  marriages,  etc.,  pages  848  an<l  844, 
pn>vidi*s  iLS  follows: 

**  Every  marriage  in  this  State*  shall  1h^  under  license  and  solenmize<l  in  the  manner 
herein  provided;  but  no  marriage  solenmize<l  by  any  jx^rson  professing  to  Ik*  author- 
ized to  solemnize  the  same  shall  be  dee mtni  or  adjudged  to  l>evoid,  nor  shall  the 
validity  then*of  1h*  in  any  way  affected  on  account  of  any  want  of  authority  in  such 
|)t»rson,  if  the  marriage  ))e  in  all  other  resj)ectH  lawful,  and  Ixu'onsummatetl  with  a  full 
lH.'lief  on  the  part  of  tht*  persons  so  married,  or  either  of  them,  that  they  have  l)een 
law^fully  joined  in  marriage." 

•^  Sootion  18  of  said  act,  paj^c  844,  provides  as  follows: 

Wlieni  colored  jKirsons  })efore  the  ])assage  of  the  act  shall  have  undertaken  and 
agreed  to<KH*upy  the  relation  to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife,  and  shall  Ik^  cohabit- 
ing together  as  such  at  the  time  of  its  pa^^sage,  whether  the  rites  of  marriage  shall 
have  ]K*en  celebrated  iK'tween  them  or  not,  they  shall  be  deemed  husband  and  wife, 
and  !)e  entitled  to  the  rights  and  privik^es  and  subject  to  the  rluties  an<l  obligations 
of  that  relation  in  like  manner  as  if  they  ha<l  l)een  duly  marritnl  by  law,  etc. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Virginia,  nor  in  the  facts  in  the  case,  which  would 
justify  the  conclusion  that  claimant's  first  marriage  to  Norris  was  ille^l  or  invalid. 

It  will  thus  })e  seen  that  the  motion  for  reconsideration  raises  the 
(juestion  of  the  legality  of  claimant's  marriage  to  Norris  in  18G4.  The 
stiitute  of  Virginia,  copied  in  the  decision  und(»r  review,  was  passed 
on  F(»bruary  27,  1S60,  and,  from  its  own  terms,  can  have  no  applica- 
tion to  the  case  at  bar  unless  the  parties  were  *^^*  cohabiting  together  a.s 
.such  at  the  time  of  its  passage,"  and  such  cohabitation  must,  of  course, 
have  lHH»n  in  the  State  of  Virginia  to  have  been  affected  by  the  statute. 
But  the  claimant  and  Norris  were  not  cohabiting  together  in  Virginia 
or  anywhere  else*  on  February  27,  ISOO.  The  soldier  was  away  with 
his  regiment,  it  appears,  in  the  State  of  Texas,  and  had  not  s(»en  the 
claimant  since  the  summer  of  1S04,  nor  did  he  ever  see  her  again. 
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Bouvier  defines  the  word  *^  cohabit"  to  mean:  '*To  live  together  in     / 
the  stime  house,  claiming  to  be  married." 

Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  vol.  1,  section  1669,definejs  '^  cohab- 
itation" as  follows: 

To  cohabit  is  to  dwell  together.  So  that  matrimonial  cohabitation  is  the  liviti}? 
together  of  a  man  and  woman  ostensibly  as  husband  and  wife. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  which  indicates  that  the  soldier 
would  have  cohabited  with  the  claimant  in  1866,  even  if  it  had  been  in 
his  power  to  do  so.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  communicated  with 
her  at  any  time  during  the  period  of  his  military  service,  or  that  he 
ever  made  the  slightest  eflfort  to  join  her  subsequent  to  his  discharge 
in  September,  1866.  It  is  manifest  that  the  act  of  February  27,  1866, 
has  no  legal  bearing  on  the  pensionable  status  of  the  claimant  growing 
out  of  her  marital  relations  to  the  soldier  Norris. 

It  is  next  in  order  to  consider  the  case  at  bar  in  the  light  of  the  pro- 
visions of  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes.  The  application  of  that  law 
in  the  case  of  Lucinda  Harris  (11  P.  D.,  181)  is  in  point.  The  sj'lla- 
bus  in  that  case,  which  correctly  states  the  material  question,  is  in  the 
following  words: 

A  claimant  who  relies  upon  the  rule  of  evidence  provide<i  in  8e(!tion  4705,  Revi^ 
Statutes,  nmst  show  either  that  she  lived  with  the  Boldier  up  to  date  of  enliHtnient, 
when  the  latter  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherwise,  that  she  lived  with  him  up  to 
date  of  death. 

Neither  of  those  conditions  being  present  in  her  case,  her  claim  was 
held  to  have  been  properly  rejected.  For  a  similar  reason,  the  pro- 
visions of  said  section  have  no  application  in  detemiining  the  pension- 
able status  of  this  claimant  growing  out  of  her  marriage  to  Norris  in 
1864. 

But  there  is  another  material  aspect  of  the  case  not  dealt  with  either 
in  the  opinion  under  review  or  in  the  motion  for  reconsideration. 
Were  the  claimant  and  William  Norris,  at  the  time  of  their  marriage 
in  1864,  slaves  or  freemen^  If  they  were  freemen  they  undoubtedly 
had  the  legal  right  to  enter  the  marital  relation.  It  will  be  remem- 
bered that  William  Norris  was  a  soldier  whose  regiment  was  stationed 
temporarily  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  and  it  appears  also  from  the  e%ndence 
that  the  claimant  was  at  the  same  place  within  the  military  lines  of  the 
Union  Anny  doing  laundry  work  for  the  soldiers.  The  emancipation 
proclamation  was  in  active  force  and  operation,  and  it  has  been  held 
by  various  courts,  including  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
that  "  wherever  the  national  forces  obtained  control  the  slaves  became 
freemen."  This  doctrine  was  recognized  by  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  Harriet  Tinnin  (8  P.  D.,  218).  The  principle  decided  is  stated 
in  the  second  pai*agi-aph  of  the  syllabus  as  follows: 

The  prcK'laination  of  President  Lincoln  of  January  1,  1863,  known  as  the  emanci- 
pation proclamation,  was  effective  only  as  a  war  measure,  and  did  not  ipso  facto,  and 
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by  the  mere  fonre  of  ite  f>wn  terms,  Het  free  or  change  the  legal  status  of  pernons  held 
in  slavery  in  the  States  or  parts  of  States  therein  designated,  but  operateil  to  give 
freeflom  to  such  persons  only  when  it  was  enforced  by  the  armed  fon^es  of  the  United 
States,  and  !>y  the  subjugation  of  tlie  territory  where  they  resided  and  its  subjection 
to  the  militar>'  f>ower  and  authority  of  the  Federal  Government. 

In  section  1923  of  vol.  2,  Story  on  the  Constitution,  the  doctrine  is 
announced  as  follows: 

The  dealings  of  the  Government  w*ith  slavery,  and  the  influence  of  that  institution 
u|)on  military  plans  and  movements,  constitute  a  chapter  of  high  importance  and 
interest  in  the  history  of  the  great  civil  war,  but  an  account  of  them  would  be  out  of 
place  here.  Before  the  war  ended  most  men  came  to  acknowledge,  what  a  few  had  per< 
eeived  from  the  l)eginning,  that  the  same  blows  which  destroyed  the  rebellion  must 
inflict  mortal  wounds  upon  slavery;  and,  indeed,  the  proclamation  of  emancipation 
which  the  President  had  put  forth  as  a  war  measure  had  had  the  effect  to  al)olish 
the  institution  in  the  insurgent  territory  as  fast  as  it  was  brought  under  the  control  of 
the  Federal  forces. 

The  case  of  Rives  v,  Duke  (105  U.  S.,  132)  is  in  point.  It  was  an 
liction  of  covenant  growing  out  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  slaves  in  the  State  of  Virginia  made  and  executed  in  Deceml^er, 
1863.  One  assignment  of  error  related  to  an  instruction  given  to  the 
jury  to  the  effect  that,  if  they  found  that  the  bonds  were  made  in  refer- 
ence to  Confederate  currenc\%  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  therein  stipulated  to  be  paid  at  the  value  of  Confederate  money 
compared  with  national  currency  at  the  time  of  making  the  bonds. 
Among  other  things,  the  court  held: 

It  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  slaves,  made  and  to  be  performed  in 
that  part  of  the  State  of  Virginia  from  which  the  authority  of  the  National  Govern- 
ment was  excluded  by  rebel  anns,  and  was  made  after  the  proclamation  of  emanci- 
pation issued  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  had  declared  all  slaves  in  that 
district  to  be  free.  If  the  so-called  CJonfederate  States  should  achieve  independence, 
the  money  of  the  United  States  would  be  the  money  of  a  foreign  country.  If  the 
national  authority  should  be  established  over  the  insurgent  districts,  the  slaves,  for 
part  of  the  purchase  price  of  which  the  payment  was  to  be  made,  would  be  free,  in 
fact  and  in  law,  and  be  wholly  lost  to  the  purchaser.  In  view  of  either  alternative, 
the  parties  can  not  reasonably  be  held  to  have  contemplated  payment  in  any  other 
currency  than  that  of  the  Confederate  States. 

For  reasons  hereinbefore  fully  stated,  the  claimant  and  William 
Norris  were  not  slaves,  in  fact  or  in  law,  at  the  time  of  their  marriage 
in  1864,  and  for  that  reason  the  marriage  was  valid.  The  validity  of 
said  mamage  being  the  sole  question  put  in  issue  by  the  motion  for 
reconsideration,  the  same  is  overruled. 
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MINOR'S  PENSION— CJONSTRUCrnON  TUIIU>  SECTION  ACT  JUXE  27,  1H90. 

MiNORH  OF  Georcje  W.  Douglas. 

The  grant,  in  tlie  thinl  section  of  the  at^t  of  June  27, 1890,  confers  title  uiK>n  the  minor 
children  of  a  soldier  separate  and  independent  of  that  of  the  widow,  and  eontin- 
j^cnt  oidy  ujwn  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  the  proviso  to  said  third  section 
relative  to  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  widow  to  the  soldier  does  not  extend 
to  or  affect  the  title  of  the  minor  children. 

AHH'iHtmd  SecTtUiry  h\  L.   Cavipbell  to  the  (Jf}imm^ion4:r  <>f  Ptnusionx^ 

Jidy  10,  1901. 

John  W  MeadowH,  a.s  guardian  of  tho  minor  child  of  (ieorge  W. 
Doughis,  lat«  of  Company  K,  Fourth'  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  tiled  an 
application  March  31,  1898,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  ItSl^L 
alleging  the  death  of  the  .soldier  as  occurring  Octolxu'  20,  1SJI5,  and 
the  death  of  his  widow  (mother  of  said  child),  Noveml>er  19,  181H>. 
The  claim  wa,s  rejected  November  11,  1898,  on  the  gi-ound  of  no  title, 
the  j)arents  of  the  child  not  having  been  married  until  after  the  jias- 
sjige  of  said  at^t. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  entered  Decem}>er  2,  1898,  upon  the 
contention  that  the  last  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  "'That  said  widow  shall  have  married  said  soldier  prior  to 
the  i)assage  of  this  act,"  applies  onl}^  to  widows  and  not  to  the  children 
of  a  soldier,  whether  they  are  the  offspring  of  a  marriage  prior  or 
sii))se<j[uent  to  the  act. 

Ref(irenc<\  to  the  pa[>ers  discloses  that  this  soldier  wiis  a  pensioner 
under  the  general  law,  at  Jt>24  per  month,  on  account  of  rheumatism. 
He  died,  as  allegcHl,  October  20,  1895,  and  his  widow,  Elizabeth  C, 
filed  her  claim  under  the  same  law,  Novemlwr  16,  1895,  in  which  she 
alleged  and  provt^d  that  she  was  married  to  the  soldier  May  5, 1891. 

Pending  the  consideration  of  her  said  claim  she  was  remarried  May 
7,  189(>,  and  she  died  November  19,  1896.  Thus,  the  only  question  to 
l>e  determined  in  the  present  case  is  that  raised  by  the  appeal,  nameh^ 
Does  the  inhibition  in  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  act  in 
regard  to  widows  who  were  not  married  prior  to  June  27, 1890,  to  the 
soldiei's  on  ai'count  of  whom  claims  are  made  extend  to  the  children 
of  said  soldiers  by  such  marriages^ 

The  third  section  of  the  act  is  as  follows: 

That  if  any  officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or 
Navy  of  the  Ignited  Statci^  durinjr  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was  hon- 
orably discharge<l,  han  dietl,  or  nludl  hereafter  die,  leaving  a  widow  without  otlier 
lueann  of  Hii|)iM>rt  than  her  daily  lalnir,  or  minor  children  under  the  age  of  sixU'en 
yearH,  such  widow  sliall  uixui  tliie  proof  of  her  husband^H  death,  without  proving  hij? 
death  to  Ixi  the  result  of  his  army  service,  1x3  placed  on  the  penaion  roll  from  the 
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date  of  the  application  therefor  under  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  eight  dollars  per  month 
during  her  widowhood,  and  shall  also  be  paid  two  dollars  per  month  for  each  child 
of  such  officer  or  enlisted  man  under  sixteen  years  of  age,  and  in  case  of  the  death 
or  remarriage  of  the  widow,  leaving  a  child  or  children  of  such  officer  or  enlisted 
man  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  such  pension  shall  be  paid  such  child  or  children 
until  the  age  of  sixteen.    ♦    *    * 

The  provisions  of  this  law,  as  they  bear  upon  the  title  of  minor  chil- 
dren to  pension,  has  been  a  great  stumbling-block  in  the  minds  of 
many,  and  various  conclusions  have  been  evolved  in  the  different 
classes  or  phases  of  claims  arising  thereunder.  It  has  been  denied  by 
some  that  there  is  any  direct  grant  to  said  children  in  the  law,  and 
that  in  case  no  widow  survived  the  soldier  pension  could  not  be  granted 
the  children,  as  they  might  take  only  upon  the  death  or  remarriage  of 
a  widow  who  was  a  pensioner.  However,  an  early  decision  of  the 
Department,  which  is  still  in  force,  held  differently,  as  follows: 

Where  the  soldier  dien  leaving  no  widow,  but  a  minor  child  without  other  means 
of  support,  than  ita  daily  labor,  nuch  child  in  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  from  the  date  of  filing  application.     (6  P.  D.,  40.) 

Then,  it  has  been  a  question  with  others  whether  if  a  widow  sur- 
vived, and  since  the  title  of  the  children  is  contingent,  in  a  sense,  upon 
that  of  the  widow,  they  could  be  granted  a  pension  unless  she  had 
first  been  pensioned  and  then  died  or  remarried.  This  view  is  gained 
from  the  peculiar  language  of  the  grant  in  the  said  third  section,  and, 
a*s  will  Ije  perceived,  it  implies  that  although  a  widow  survived  the 
soldier,  to  whom  she  was  married  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  unless 
she  applied  for  and  received  a  pension  under  the  act,  the  children  could 
not  be  pensioned,  even  after  said  widow  died  or  was  remarried.  Such 
view  has  not  l>een  upheld  by  the  Department,  but  it  has  been  the  prac- 
tice in  such  cases  to  allow  pension  to  the  minor  children  upon  the  death 
or  remarriage  of  the  widow,  notwithstanding  she  was  not  a  pensioner. 

Again,  in  a  class  of  claims  wherein  the  surviving  widow  has  no  title 
because  of  having  been  married  to  the  soldier  subsequent  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  therefore  barred  by  the  proviso 
to  the  third  section  thereof,  before  mentioned,  it  has  been  considered 
that  the  minor  children  could  have  no  title  so  long  as  such  widow  is 
yet  living  and  unmarried.  And  this  has  been  the  holding  of  the 
Department,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  decisions  in  the  cases 
of  the  minors  of  Ija  Fayette  G.  Howard  (8  P.  D.,  230),  and  the  minors 
of  John  Davis  (9  P.  D.,  151).  The  headnotes  of  these  decisions  are 
similar.     The  former  reads  as  follows: 

The  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  have  no  title  to  pension  in  their  own 
right  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  while  the  widow  of  such  soldier  is  living  and 
not  remarried,  unless  such  widow  has  forfeited  her  right  to  pension  under  the  act  of 
August  7,  1882,  or  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  such  widow  nmr- 
ried  such  soldier  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 
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This  holding  has  good  reason  to  sustain  it,  for,  a.s  stated  in  the  same 
•case: 

It  would  also  be  unsafe  to  grant  pension  to  the  minor  while  a  widow  survived  sol- 
dier, as  such  w^idow  might  in  the  future  successfully  prosecute  a  claim  in  her  own 
right,  either  under  the  general  or  some  other  law,  and  we  would  then  be  in  the  posi- 
tion of  having  granted  two  pensions  on  account  of  the  same  service. 

Further,  there  is  the  view  which  has  obtained  in  the  rejection  of  tho 
claim  under  consideration,  that  since  the  widow  who  survived  the 
soldier  had  no  title  under  the  act,  by  reason  of  the  proviso  to  the  third 
section,  neither  can  the  minor  children  have  any  after  her  remarriage 
and  death,  they  having  been  born  of  a  marriage  which  occurred  sub- 
sequent to  the  passage  of  the  act.  This  view  evidently  depends  on 
the  theory,  before  alluded  to,  that  title  in  the  children  is  by  and 
through  the  mother  (widow)  only.  Such  theory  is  not  considered  ten- 
able for  the  reason  that  the  general  tenor  of  all  the  laws  makes  the 
service  or  death  of  the  soldier  the  basis  of  title,  so  that  the  grant  to 
minor  children  is  separate  from  and  independent  of  that  to  widows, 
except  that  the  one  takes  effect  only  after  the  other  has  lapjsed. 

This  idcA  of  separateness  of  title  is  even  borne  out  b\'  the  said  third 
section  of  the  act,  if  it  is  read  in  conjunction  with  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law  (section  4702,  Revised  Statutes).  The  two  laws  should 
be  construed  in  pari  materia,  and  it  may  be  readily  perceived  that  it 
was  clearly  the  intention  to  embody  in  a  more  succinct  form  in  said 
third  section  the  provision  for  widows  and  minors  in  the  older  law, 
based  on  the  new  conditions  named  in  the  first  portion  of  the  section. 
Thus  construed  the  words  ''such  pension  shall  be  paid,  etc.,'"  lose  that 
peculiar  significance  which  it  has  been  sought  to  give  them  and, 
instead  of  relating  to  the  pension  granted  and  belonging  to  the  widow 
as  such,  refer  specifically  to  the  pension  intended  to  be  granted  on 
account  of  the  service  and  death  of  the  soldier,  first  to  the  widow,  if 
she  was  married  to  him  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  then  to  the 
minor  children  upon  her  death  or  remarriage.  The  grant  in  this  sec- 
tion is  in  effect  the  same  as  that  under  the  general  law,  and  was  meant 
to  be  so. 

Thus  it  is  clear  that  the  proviso  to  the  third  section,  already  quoted, 
has  no  reference  to  the  title  of  a  minor  under  the  act  and  since  such 
minor  is  held  to  have  title  in  its  own  right,  under  this  law,  as  under 
previous  laws,  it  need  not  be  questioned  whether  the  parents  were 
married  })efore  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act  so  long  as  legitimac}^  as 
a  child  of  tho  soldier  can  be  esttiblished,  and  it  is  shown  that  there  is 
no  widow  surviving  and  unmarried. 

It  is  believed  this  view  will  bear  the  test  of  sound  reason  and  is  the 
only  just  and  logical  interpretation  of  the  matter  in  issue. 

It  is  held,  therefore,  that  the  rojeetion  of  the  claim  for  the  reason 
stated  was  error  and  that  action  is  reversed. 
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practice— act  june  27,  1890-commencement-inckease. 

Ambrose  T.  Sanguinette. 

In  the  adjudication  of  an  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  second  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  wherein  several  declarations  have  been  filed,  upon  the  allow- 
ance of  the  claim  the  pension  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  decla- 
ration under  which  a  pensionable  condition  was  first  shown  to  exist;  but  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  adjudication  of  such  claim,  a  certificate  of  medical  examination 
made  under  the  claim  shows  a  condition  entitling  claimant  to  a  higher  rate 
of  pension  than  existed  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration  under  which 
the  allowance  was  made,  such  original  allowance  being  below  the  maximum 
rate,  the  rate  of  pension  should  be  increased  from  the  date  of  such  certificate 
of  medical  examinatif)n  (modifying  paragraph  6  on  page  95  of  A  Treatise  on  the 
Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
April  9,  1898). 

AfisUtant  Secretary  J^.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commusion^r  of  Penst07is^ 

June  20, 1901. 

Ambrose  T.  Sanguinette,  late  of  Company  K,  Fourteenth  Kansas 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  has  filed  several  declarations  and  affidavits  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The 
first  of  these  was  filed  July  28,  1890.  Among  the  disabilities  alleged 
are  rupture  of  left  side,  catarrh  of  head  and  throat,  deafness,  rheuma- 
tism, disease  of  heart,  kidney  trouble,  affection  of  lungs,  and  general 
debilit3\  Advei-se  action  was  taken  in  these  claims  February  12, 1892, 
December  5,  1893,  and  August  21,  1896,  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable 
disability  under  the  act  being  shown.  An  appeal  was  taken  January 
20,  1899,  by  the  attorne}'  of  record,  contending  that  claimant's  disa- 
bilities were  such  that  he  was  clearly  entitled  to  a  rating. 

Pending  this  appeal  another  adjudication  has  been  had  in  the  Bureau 
and  a  certificate  has  been  issued,  by  which  an  allowance  of  pension  was 
made  at  $6  per  month  from  August  3,  1893,  and  $8  per  month  from 
June  12,  1897,  on  account  of  partial  incapacity  arising  from  left  ingui- 
nal hernia  and  disease  of  heart.  This  action  was  taken  without  the 
consent  of  the  Department  or  reference  to  the  fact  that  an  appeal  was 
pending,  and  was  in  violation  of  Rule  12  of  the  Rules  of  Practice,  as 
follows: 

When  an  appeftl  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  rejection  of  a  claim  for 
pension  is  filed,  and  upon  examination  of  the  case  at  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  it  is 
found  that  the  claim  should  be  opened  for  further  a(;tion,  the  Department  must  be 
informed  of  that  fact  and  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  by  the  Secretary. 

But  aside  from  this  irregularity^  the  adjudication  was  clearlv  errone- 
ous in  other  respects.  In  the  first  place,  the  basis  of  allowance  up  to 
June  12,  1897,  was  an  inguinal  hernia  only,  as  shown  by  indorsement 
on  the  face  brief,  as  follows: 

Approver!  for  left  inguinal  hernia,  $<>  to  June  12,  1897,  and  $H  thereafter  for  same 
and  disease  of  heart.  Latter  not  ratable  piior  to  June  12,  1897.  Noother  disability 
affecting  rate.  Rejections  of  DecendxT  5,  1893,  and  August  21,  1890,  not  adhere<l 
to.     Prior  rejections  adhered  to. 
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Now,  the  certiticates  of  medical  examination  describing  the  hernia 
show  it  was  incomplete  and  in  very  much  the  same  condition  during 
all  the  years  between  1890  and  1898.  There  are  three  of  these  certifi- 
cates.    The  first,  dated  June  17,  1891,  states: 

On  left  side  an  incomplete  inguinal  hernia;  the  external  ring  and  canal  are  patu- 
lous; the  canal  and  internal  ring  are  very  tender  and  sensitive,  and  the  latter  is 
enlai^ed,  admitting  the  point  of  the  little  finger.  The  gut  does  not  seem  to  pass  the 
internal  ring,  but  there  is  a  distinct  impulse  on  coughing. 

The  next  certificate,  dated  September  14,  1892,  states: 

On  left  side  an  incomplete  inguinal  hernia;  the  external  ring  is  patulous  and 
enlarged,  and  the  candl  and  internal  ring  are  markedly  sensitive,  somewhat  enlargeii, 
admitting  the  point  of  the  little  finger.  The  tumor  is  about  the  size  of  an  almond, 
but  does  not  protrude  from  the  external  ring  nor  psu^  into  the  scrotum. 

The  third  certificate,  dated  October  16,  1895,  states: 

The  claimant  has  an  incomplete  inguinal  hernia  or  bubonocele  in  left  inguinal 
canal,  jmssing  through  the  internal  but  not  through  external  ring;  oblique.  It  is 
only  a  small  tumor  in  inguinal  canal  and  can  be  retained  by  properly  fitting  truss. 
The  external  ring  is  about  l\  inches  in  diameter. 

From  these  descriptions  it  will  be  seen,  as  before  observed,  that  the 
degree  of  disability  was  not  materially  different  at  the  dates  of  the 
several  examinations.  And  this  gives  rise  to  two  questions:  Fir.st, 
was  the  allowance  in  the  last  adjudication  on  the  l^asis  of  the  mere 
existence  of  the  hernia,  or  for  the  incapacity  arising  therefrom  i '  And 
second,  if  the  latter,  as  it  should  have  been,  why  was  pension  made  to 
commence  from  the  date  before  mentioned,  August  3,  1893,  and  not 
from  the  date  of  the  original  application,  July  28,  1890?  Touching 
the  answer  to  the  fii^st  question  it  may  be  stated  that  the  evidence  in 
the  record  is  stronger  for  the  first  than  the  second  basis  of  allowance 
mentioned. 

As  favoring  the  first,  namely,  that  the  existence  of  the  hernia  only 
was  the  rea-son  for  the  grant  of  pension,  is  the  fact  above  noted,  that 
the  degree  of  disability  was  substantially  the  same^  in  1890  as  later; 
that  this  degree  of  disability  does  not  appear,  at  any  time  within  the 
period  referred  to,  to  have  materially  incapacitated  claimant  for  earn- 
ing his  support  by  manual  labor;  and  further,  that  the  rating  was  not 
permitted  to  antedate  the  schedule  fixed  bj'  Ruling  246,  of  December  4, 
1891,  wherein  the  rating  under  the  general  law  for  incomplete  hernia 
is  $6  per  month. 

For  the  other  view,  or  basis  of  rating,  about  the  only  consideration 
is  the  fact  that  the  medical  referee  may  be  supposed  to  have  regarded 
the  rule  under  which  ratings  are  required  to  be  made  under  the  act, 
although  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  he  could  consider  the  medi- 
cal examination  of  September  14,  1892,  as  showing  incapacit}*  for 
earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  while  that  of  June  17,  1891,  did 
not.  This  ho  appears  to  have  done,  as  indicated  by  a  slip  attached  to 
the  brief. 
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The  whole  record,  however,  taken  together,  is  convincing  of  the 
view  that  the  allowance  and  rating  were  made,  as  before  suggested, 
uf)on  the  basis  of  the  mere  existence  of  an  incomplete  hernia.  And 
this  being  true,  it  was  in  direct  opposition  to  and  contravention  of  the 
Department's  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Isaac  B.  Childers  and  Lucius  S. 
HoUis  (10  P.  D.,  397  and  414).  In  these  this  whole  matter  of  the  basis 
of  rating  under  the  act,  the  relation  of  schedule  rates  to  such  basis,  and 
the  degree  of  incapacity  from  an  incomplete  hernia  was  discussed. 
The  head  note  of  the  HoUis  case  is  as  follows: 

Any  practice  which  allows  a  rating  under  the  act  of  June  27^1S90,  without  making 
the  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  [the  basis  of  judgment  is 
unwarranted  by  law. 

A  pensionable  condition  can  not  be  found  because  designated  by  a  name  of  a  dis- 
ease or  disability,  unless  such  name  or  designation  carries  with  it  the  conclusive  fact 
that  it  embraces  conditions  which  are  of  necessity  of  such  a  character  as  to  pension- 
iEibly  disable  one. 

Neither  the  term  **  complete  inguinal  hernia"  nor  'incomplete  inguinal  hernia  " 
per  se  conveys  any  specific  information  by  reason  of  which  a  rating  could  be  allowed. 

This  brings  forward  the  prime  issue  in  the  case,  as  far  as  the  appeal 
is  concerned,  namely.  Were  the  rejections  complained  of  erroneous  and, 
if  they  were,  does  the  last  adjudication  properly  cure  the  errors  and 
give  appellaht  what  he  is  entitled  to  under  his  claims?  Preliminary, 
however,  to  a  discussion  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  on  the  score  of 
claimant's  ^incapacity  for  earning  his  support  by  manual  labor,  it  is 
proper  to  point  out  another  error  in, the  last  adjudication  in  regard  to 
the  dates  employed  for  commencing  the  ratings  allowed.  As  stated  in 
the  beginning,  these  were  August  3,  1893,  for  the  rating  of  $6  per 
month,  and  June  12,  1897,  for  the  rating  of  $8  per  month.  Just  what 
reasons  or  facts  controlled  in  the  adoption  of  these  dates  is  not  under- 
stood. It  is  true  that  the  first  is  the  date  of  tiling  an  affidavit  wherein 
several  disabilities  were  alleged,  as  catarrh,  disease  of  throat,  affection 
of  lungs  and  hearty  and  the  other  is  the  date  of  filing  a  declaration,  in 
which  are  alleged  ruphire  of  left  side,  catarrh,  rheumatism,  debility 
from  age,  and  asking  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  But 
there  are,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  a  number  of  other  declarations  and 
affidavits  containing  the  same  or  similar  allegations.  Aside  from  the 
original  declaration  of  July  28,  1890,  which  alleged  the  rupture  of  left 
.<^ide,  catarrh,  and  rheumatism,  the  other  declarations  wei-e  filed  August 
23,  1895,  and  June  12,  1897,  and  the  affidavits  were  filed  January  9, 
1892,  February  3,  1892,  August  3,  1893,  and  April  12,  1894. 

If  it  was  intended  that  the  first  rating  should  be  uix)n  the  authority 
of  the  medical  examination  of  September  4,  1892,  as  indicated  by  the 
medical  slip  attached  to  the  brief,  and  i/  it  was  detennined  that  the 
rating  should  not  begin  prior  to  December  4,  1891,  date  of  the  sched- 
ule before  mentioned,  then  it  is  not  understood  why  the  rating  should 
not  have  been  commenced  at  the  date  of  filing  the  first  affidavit  after 
said  schedule  became  effective,  namely  January  9,  1S92.     The  original 
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declaration  had  alleged  the  hernia,  or  inipture  of  left  side,  which  was 
the  basis  of  the  pension,  and  neither  of  the  affidavits  mentioned  did 
allege  it,  but  only  named  other  disabilities,  not  considered  in  the  adju- 
dication as  ratable. 

Again,  when  the  rating  was  raised  to  $8  per  month  it  was  clearly 
on  the  authority  of  a  medical  examination  held  August  17, 1898,  which 
describes  some  disease  of  heart,  while  no  other  examination  had  shown 
it.  The  higher  rating  was  based  on  this  disability.  If  it  was  intended 
to  conmience  it  from  the  date  of  filing  a  paper  alleging  disea^se  of 
heart,  why  not  from  August  23,  1895,  when  the  only  declaration  con- 
taining such  allegation  was  tiled.  It  was  not  in  that  filed  June  12, 
1897.  It  is  believed,  however,  that  proper  practice  would  forbid  the 
use  of  either  date,  and  instead  that  the  date  of  commencement  of  the 
$8  per  month  rating  should  have  been  that  of  the  medical  examination 
showing  the  disease  of  heart.  This  for  the  reason  that  the  said  rating 
was  in  the  nature  of  an  increase  and  governed  by  the  rule  relative  to 
all  increase  of  pension.  Certainly  it  should  apply  in  this  particular 
case,  because  the  evidence  does  not  show  existence  of  said  disease  of 
heart  in  a  mtable  degree  at  the  date  of  filing  the  papers  alleging  it, 
nor  at  any  other  time  prior  to  said  medical  examination  of  August  17, 
1898. 

Reverting  now  to  the  question  whether  claimant  was  entitled  to  any 
rating  at  all  under  the  earlier  claims,  and  w^hether  the  rejections  were 
erroneous,  it  is  only  necessary  to  consider  the  evidence  showing  his 
condition  in  reference  to  all  alleged  disabilities.  It  has  been  seen  that 
the  readjudication  is  an  admission  of  error  as  to  a  portion  of  said  rejec- 
tions, but  it  has  been  likewise  seen  that  the  remedy  employed,  or  the 
readjudication  mentioned,  was  equally  erroneous  both  as  to  the  basis 
of  allowance  and  the  dates  of  commencement.  A  careful  review  of 
the  certificates  of  medical  examination  which  have  been  quoted  as  to 
the  rupture  of  left  side  shows  that  in  addition  to  that  disability 
claimant  was  found  to  have  very  slight  disabilities  from  a  catarrhal 
condition  of  the  throat,  impairment  of  hearing,  and  rheumatism,  for 
which  only  small  i^atings  were  recommended.  It  is  clear  from  the 
descriptions  that  neither  of  these,  nor  all  together,  can  be  regarded  as 
materially^  interfering  with  claimants  capacity  for  earning  his  support 
by  manual  labor.  At  the  same  time,  when  taken  in  conjunction  with 
the  rupture  of  left  side  and  with  the  fact,  shown  by  the  certificates, 
that  claimant  has  been  rather  obese,  it  may  be  safely  concluded  that  a 
condition  of  incapacity  has  existed  that  would  warrant  the  minimum 
rate  of  pension  under  the  act. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  small  disabilities  named  have  been  of  a 
permanent  character,  and,  as  shown  })y  the  examination  of  1898,  have 
somewhat  increased  in  degree.  It  is  also  true  that  the  affidavits  of  one 
or  two  physicians  on  file  indicate,  that  the  said  disabilities  were  more 
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severe  than  the}'  are  described  in  the  certifieate.s.  Thus  it  is  that  when 
considered  in  all  its  phases  the  evidence  will  justify  the  allowance  of 
the  claim  from  the  date  of  the  original  application  at  a  rating  of  $6 
per  month,  with  increase  to  $8  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  medi- 
cal examination  in  1898  (modifying  paragmph  6  on  page  95  of  ^' A 
Ti'eatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  April  9,  1898).  Accordingly  the  action  a^ 
taken  in  the  several  adjudications  is  reversed  and  the  claim  is  remanded 
for  adjudication  in  conformity  with  views  here  expressed,  including 
such  reissue  as  will  correct  the  errors  pointed  out. 


pbactice— rejection-no  benefit— i>isability. 

Martin  Wagner. 

1.  A  rating  of  $6  per  month  is  not  commensurate  with  cHsabiUty  shown  in  this 

case  to  be  due  to  underweight,  emaciation  caused  by  malnutrition  and  neuras- 
thenia, nasal  catarrh,  and  a  severe  case  of  bronchial  catarrh. 

2.  A  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  is  not  fully  legally  adjudicated  haa 

not  reached  final  action. 

3.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  rejected  on  the  so-called 

ground  of  **  no  benefit,"  but  the  pensioner  should  be  allowed  to  elect  under 
which  law  he  will  draw  his  pension,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ratings 
approved  for  or  allowed  under  each  law  are  not  the  same. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Conwiissioner  of  Pensions^ 

July  m,  1901. 

Martin  Wagner,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  B,  First  Battalion, 
Eleventh  United  States  Infantry,  was  pensioned  under  the  general 
law  at  $4  per  month  from  July  3,  1886,  on  account  of  gunshot  wound 
of  neck,  and  rating  was  increased,  cause  being  the  same,  to  $6  per 
month  from  December  4,  1889.  He  was  allowed  a  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  $8  per  month,  which  pension  dated  from 
January  21,  1891.  His  claim  was  inv^estigated,  which  investigation 
resulted  in  his  being  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  November  4,  1894, 
but  he  was  immediately  restored  to  his  old  rating  at  $6  per  month 
under  the  general  law,  by  reason  of  gunshot  wound  of  neck.  He  filed 
a  claim  for  restoitition  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  October  9, 
1896,  claim  being  adjudicated,  as  shown  by  the  following  memoranda 
on  the  brief  face: 

Medical:  Gunshot  wound  of  neck  and  disease  of  respiratory  organs  (not  legally 
established;,  |6,  as  shown  by  the  evidence  now  on  file,  no  benefit.  Not  entitled 
to  restoration  June  13,  1898. 

Le^al:  Approved  for  rejection  for  gunshot  wound  of  neck,  disease  of  respiratory 
organs,  general  and  senile  debility  (the  three  last  not  legally  established).  No  ben- 
efit as  per  action  of  medical  referee  June  14,  1898. 

An  appeal  was  filed  on  OctobtM*  8,  1898. 
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l^pon  an  examination  of  this  ease  the  actions  taken  appeared  to  lie 
similar  in  character  to  those  in  the  case  of  Jonathan  Telle,  of  Com- 
pany F,  Twenty-third  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry;  and  investigation 
showed  that  when  the  ToUe  case  was  originally  considered,  an  opinion 
being  rendered  therein  on  June  30,  1900,  said  opinion  was,  in  some 
respects,  adjudged  by  you  to  be  in  cx)nflict  with  fonuer  holdings  of 
this  Department.  You  returned  said  opinion  to  this  Department  ask- 
ing for  further  information  upon  the  views  presented,  the  views  of 
the  Department  being  thereupon  expressed  in  a  communication  to  you 
dated  October  8, 1900.  Said  opinion,  somewhat  at  length,  disposed  of 
all  questions  raised  by  j'ou,  and  the  issues  in  within  case,  as  heretofore 
stated,  being  on  parallel  lines  with  those  in  the  Tolle  case,  it  was 
returned  to  you  with  instructions  to  adjudicate  it  in  conformance  with 
the  views  of  the  Department  as  outlined  in  the  communication  of  Octo- 
ber 8,  1900,  and  tb  then  return  it  to  this  Department. 

The  papers  are  now  before  the  Department,  but  the  action  requested 

has  not  been  taken.     The  brief  face  has  attached  thereto  a  small  slip  of 

paper,  unsigned,  bearing  the  following: 

Bureau  of  Pensions,  C'tf.  346328.  Wm.  Wagner,  B,  I  Battln.,  II  U.  S.  Inf.— See 
slip  of  Hon.  Commissioner  in  which  he  states  that  the  decision  in  the  Tolle  case 
referred  to  herein  was  not  to  l)e  considered  as  a  precedent  or  in  any  manner  change 
the  present  practi<^e  of  the  Bureau. 

The  slip  cited  wa;j  not  found  in  the  case,  but  in  the  files  of  the  Tolle 
case  there  is  a  niemorandum  among  the  loose  papei*s  of  which  the  slip 
attached  to  the  brief  face  in  the  case  at  bar  appears  to  be  a  paitial  but 
a  correct  quotation. 

The  Departmental  opinion  of  October  8,  1900,  and  which  is  the  one 
referred  to  in  your  slip  in  the  Tolle  case,  is  as  follows: 

Department  of  the  Inteeior, 

Washington,  October  S,  1900. 
The  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Sir:  In  response  to  your  communication,  herewith,  of  August  1, 1900,  accompanied 
by  the  papers  in  the  case  of  Jonathan  Tolle,  Company  F,  Twenty-third  Indiana 
Infantry,  which  was  decided  on  appeal  June  30,  1900,  Docket  No.  47952,  notice  is 
taken  of  your  comments  relative  to  the  rejection  of  claims  filed  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  on  the  ground  of  "  no  !)enefit,"  when  said  applicants  are  already  pensioners 
under  the  general  law,  and  nnggesting  that  the  decisions  of  the  Department  are  not 
altogether  consistent. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that. the  conditions  in  a  given  number  of  cases  are  not  always 
the  same  the  inconsistences  are  not  apparent,  nor  doi»s  it  appear  that  the  action  taken 
in  such  cases  was  due  to  "inadvertence  or  misapi)rehension." 

The  use  of  the  language  "rejected  on  the  ground  of  no  benefit"  is  regarded  as 
unfortunate,  and,  in  a  degree,  it  is  unsatisfactory  and  misleading  to  the  claimant, 
since  the  statutes  (section  4715,  Revised  Statutes)  distinctly  provides  that  a  pensioner 
may  elect  which  i)ension  he  will  receive.  In  other  words,  he,  the  pensioner,  is 
granted  the  x>rivilegc  of  making  his  own  election,  rather  than  being  forced  to  acwpt 
the  [K'Hsion  which  may  be  presumed  to  l)e  most  l)eneficial  to  him. 

Your  attention  is  invite<l  to  the  case  of  Joseph  .Muckenstorm,  late  of  Company  K, 
Forty-fourth  Imliana  Infantry,  who  was  in  rtneipt  of  a  pension  at  $8  [ter  month 
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umler  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  who  had  also  applie(i  for  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law.  Under  date  of  October  12, 1897,  you  infomie<l  the  claimant  that  the  allow- 
ance of  the  latter  claim  would  confer  no  benefit,  as  the  rate  would  be  less  than  that 
paid  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Hence  the  claim  under  the  general  law  was 
rejected.  On  appeal,  December  7,  1898  (10  P.  D.,  p.  61),  said  adverse  action  was  set 
a.'iide  under  the  provisions  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  first  proviso  of 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  with  the  following  instnictions: 

**The  practice  of  rejecting  a  general-law  claim,  after  its  admission,  solely  upon  the 
ground  that  it  confers  no  benefit  upon  claimant  because  of  a  previous  rating  under 
a^mie  other  law,  and  of  so  notifying  claimant,  should  be  abandoned  as  contrary  to 
law.  ♦  ♦  ♦  You  will,  therefore,  at  once  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prevent  the  reje<*tion  of  such  a  claim  as  the  one  at  bar  as  of  'no  benefit.'  A  claimant 
is  entitled  to  know  the  facts,  and  any  notice  to  him  couched  in  such  language  as  will 
lead  him  to  believe  that  a  different  action  has  been  taken  in  his  claim  than  that 
actually  taken  is  not  in  accordance  with  good  practice." 

I  infer  from  your  statement  that  since  the  rendition  of  the  decision  above  referred 
to  the  rule  therein  laid  down  relative  to  general  law  claims  has  been  followed  by 
the  Bureau,  but  that  the  practice  of  rejecting  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
on  the  ground  of  **  no  benefit  *'  has  been  adhered  to  where  the  claimant  was  already 
a  pensioner  under  the  general  law,  and  this  oftentimes  without  the  claim  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  having  been  legally  established. 

While  it  may  be  true  in  many  cases  that  a  pension  under  the  general  law  would 
be  preferable  to  a  claimant,  yet  a  prohibition  or  limitation  of  his  rights  under  the 
statute  is  not  permissible.  A  claimant  may  have  reason  for  preferring  a  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and,  as  the  right  of  election  is  conferred  by  law,  it  is 
unlawful  and  unjust  to  deprive  him  of  that  right.  Furthermore,  it  is  observed  that 
the  indorsements  on  the  face  brief  and  the  letters  of  rejection  are  not  always  uni- 
form. Sometimes  the  indorsement  is  simply  **  Rejection,  no  benefit  conferred; "  or 
**  No  issue,  no  benefit,"  no  rate  named,  and  the  letters  of  rejection  are  not  definite 
as  to  the  true  cause  of  rejection. 

It  is  true  that  in  some  instances  on  appeal  the  action  of  rejection  has  been  afiirmed 
in  view  of  the  medical  evidence  and  the  certificates  of  examining  surgeons,  yet  the 
practice  or  details  of  formal  action  have  been  open  to  criticism.  There  ap}>ear8  no 
gooil  reason  why  formal  action  should  not  be  taken  in  all  respec^ts  in  such  claims 
file<l  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  just  as  though  there  had  been  no  adjudication 
under  said  act  or  anv  other  former  law. 

You  also  invite  attention  to  the  practice  which  obtains  in  your  Bun*au  of  submit- 
ting ceases  for  medical  action  which  have  not  been  "legally  established,"  and  if,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  me<iical  referee,  claimant  is  not  entitled  to  a  rate,  or  to  a  rate  in 
exce^  of  that  paid  under  the  general  law,  adverse  action  is  taken  without  further 
investigation  as  to  the  legal  aspect  of  the  case. 

As  a  rule,  but  little  is  required  to  legally  establish  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act.  It  is  observed  that  in  most  cases  a  properly  executed  declaration  which  is 
»upporte<l  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department  is  sufficient  to  legally  establish  the 
claim.  In  some  cases  evidence  as  to  nature  and  length  of  service  or  a><  to  the  exist- 
ence of  vicious  habits  may  be  required,  but  this  t«n  cause  but  little  expense  or 
delay. 

In  his  declaration  the  claimant  assc^rts  his  right<<  under  the  provii*ions  of  law,  legally 
and  medically,  and  he  is  entitled  to  a  proi)er  adjudication  of  his  claim  upon  all 
IM>ints.  The  adverse  medical  action  fs  sometimes  unsatisfactory,  and  an  ap{H'al  is 
entere<l,  and  the  boarrl  of  pension  appeals  is  confronted  with  a  claim  half  adjudicated, 
a.**  in  the  Tolle  case,  to  which  you  refer. 

As  already  indicattnl,  a  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  a  claimant  would  retiuire  a  full 
and  i'oinplete  adjudication  of  the  claim,  and  after  having  l)een  legally  t^tablished, 
the  medical  action  necessary  to  indicate  the  <legree  of  disability  existing  should  be 
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obtained.     It  ie  alw)  8upgeste<l  that  if  adverse  action  be  finally  taken  the  indorse- 
ment on  the  face  brief  and  the  letter  of  rejection  should  set  forth  clearly  and  Pi)**<'t- 
fically  the  reason  therefor.     I  am  convinced  that  if  this  were  done  it  would  reduce 
materially  the  number  of  appeals. 
The  {Mipers  in  the  caw  of  Jonathan  Tolle  are  herewith  returned. 

The  principles  inv^olv^ed  were  general  ones,  applicable  to  a  large 
number  of  cjise.s,  and  it  is  apparent  that  you  so  considered  them,  for 
you  so  expressed  youinself  in  your  communication  of  August  1,  1901L 
to  which  the  departmental  opinion  of  October  8, 1900,  was  an  answer. 
You  stated,  in  your  said  communication,  that  some  6,000  cases,  the  pre- 
vious year,  involved  the  same  issue.  The  language  used,  the  issues 
involved,  and  the  conclusions  reached,  after  an  extended  discussion, 
all  preclude  any  theory  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  said  opinion  wei*e 
of  effect  only  so  far  as  the  Tolle  claim  was  concerned.  The  opinion  of 
October  8,  1900,  was  designed  to  cover,  and  did  cover,  all  cases  where 
the  issues  discussed  arose;  its  effect  was  demonstrated  to  be  general  by 
its  very  terms  and  tenor,  and  it  should  have  been  so  considered  bj'  3*ou, 
not  only  in  the  case  at  bar,  but  in  all  cases  of  like  impoil  that  have 
been  adjudicated  since  the  receipt  by  you  of  said  opinion. 

The  Department  does  not  propose  to  hold  the  Pension  Bureau  to  any 
specific  line  of  detailed  procedure  which  involves  the  adjudication  of 
cases  like  the  Tolle  case  and  the  one  at  bar.  It  does,  however,  hold 
and  order  as  follows: . 

First.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  reached  final  adjudication  until  all  necessary  evidence  for  a  legal 
adjudication  has  been  obtained,  and  a  legal  approval  or  rejection  had 
upon  said  evidence. 

Second.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  shall  be  rejected 
upon  the  so-called  ground  of  ''no  benefit,"  for  if  a  claimant,  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890,  is  entitled  to  a  I'ating,  from  a  meditttl  standpoint, 
such  I'ating  shall  be  spread  upon  the  face  brief  in  every  such  case 
unless  the  claim  stands  already  rejected  from  a  legal  standpoint. 

Third.  In  the  event  that  a  claimant  is  accorded  any  rating  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890,  but  is  already  on  the  rolls  under  the  general  law, 
he  shall  be  notified  of  the  action  taken  under  the  act  of  June  27, 189(>, 
in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms,  and  no  certificate  shall  issue  under 
said  act  unless  he  shall  so  elect,  having  been  previously  notified  bj'  you 
of  the  rating  approved  for. 

It  is  evident  to  those  accustomed  to  deal  with  appeals  in  pension 
cjisos  that  the  main  object  of  great  numbers  of  appellants  is  to  obtain 
specific  information  regarding  the  status  of  their  cases,  or  to  have  a 
clearer  knowledge  of  the  reasons  for  action  taken  by  you  than  is  given 
them  in  the  letters  of  advice  sent  out  upon  the  subject  from  the  Pen 
sion  Bureau.  This  point  is  referred  to  in  the  departmental  opinion 
of  October  8,  1900,  in  the  Tolle  case,  and  it  becomes  dailv  more  and 
more  apparent  to  the  Department  that  the  number  of  ap[)eals  would 
be  irrojitly  less(»ned  if  the  actions  of  sippioval  or  rejection  were  plainly 
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and  unambiguously  stated  on  the  brief  face,  covering  ail  the  points  at 
issue  clearly  and  concisely,  and  the  claimant  notified  of  such  actions  in 
language  and  terms  which  were  unmistakable  in  their  meaning,  and 
which  would  convey  to  him  all  the  information  he  was  entitled  to 
receive. 

The  legal  questions  in  this  case  having  been  disposed  of,  there  is 
another  question,  one  of  fact,  which  it  becomes  necessary  for  the 
Department,  under  the  appeal,  to  consider. 

Claimant  asserts  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  restored  to  the  rolls  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  a  greater  than  $6  rate,  from  October  9, 
1896,  and  he  was  medically  examined  under  this  claim  for  restoration 
on  March  24,  1897.  The  certificate  of  examination  shows  him  to  be 
over  62  years  of  age,  5  feet  2  inches  in  height,  and  119  pounds  in  weight. 
His  personal  appearance  was  that  of  a  small  and  slender  man,  and  his 
bodj' showed  emaciation,  caused  by  deranged  nutrition,  which,  in  turn, 
may  be  the  result  of  neurasthenia.  He  had  a  scar  2  inches  long  across 
the  front  of  his  neck,  caused  by  a  gunshot  wound,  said  scar  being 
healthy.  He  presented  a  typical  case  of  nasal  catarrh,  and  he  had  a 
well-marked  and  fairly  severe  form  of  bronchial  catarrh,  evidenced 
by  unmistakable  conditions  not  necessary  to  describe  in  detail. 

It  is  concluded,  after  a  careful  consideration,  age  being  considered 
a  factor,  that  a  rating  of  ^6  per  month  does  not  adequately  represent 
this  soldier's  impairment  of  physical  ability  to  earn  a  support  by  man- 
ual labor.  Your  action  in  refusing  to  i-ate  him  in  excess  of  $6  per 
month  under  his  declaration  of  October  9,  1896,  is  therefore  reversed 
and  set  aside,  and  you  are  directed  to  allow  him  a  rate  in  excess  of  $6 
per  month,  to  date  from  October  9,  1896. 


death  cause— pathological  sequence— apoplexy. 

Emily  O.  Dilworth  (widow). 

The  soldier's  death  at  the  age  of  72  years  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  can  not  l>e  properly 
regarded  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  through  the  neck  incurred  36  years 
prior  thereto,  and  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  CcanpheU  to  the  CommUsimier  of  Penslans^ 

J^dy  31,  1901, 

Emily  O.  Dilworth,  widow  of  Caleb  J.  Dilworth,  formerly  colonel 
of  the  Eighty-tifth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  tiled,  April  12, 1900,  a 
declaration  for  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law  (No.  716822) 
alleging  that  her  husband — 

Died  of  a  disability  which  originated  while  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty  on  the 
3d  day  of  February,  1900. 

The  late  officer  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of  a  '*  gunshot  wound  of 
right  side  of  neck"  at  the  I'ate  of  $22.50  per  month  (three-fourths 
total  of  rank). 
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The  claim  was  rejected,  November  13,  1900,  in  conformity  with  the 

following  indorsement  by  legal  reviewer  on  face  brief: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  fatal  apoplexy  can  not  be 
accepted  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  of  right  side  of  neck  for  which  pensioned.  No 
other  disease  alleged  or  proven  of  service  origin  shown  to  be  a  factor  in  death  cauf>e. 
Seo  medical  action  on  preceding  face  brief. 

The  medical  action  referred  to  shows  claim  approved  for  rejection 
on  the  ground  that  soldier's  death  resulted  from  apoplexy  not  due  to 
gunshot  wound  of  right  side  of  neck. 

The  recognized  attorneys  in  the  case  entered  an  appeal,  November 
16,  1900,  from  the  action,  contending — 

1 .  Error  of  fact  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  holding  that  the 
death  of  the  soldier  was  not  the  result  of  the  gunshot  wound  of  right  side  of  neck  for 
which  he  was  pensioned. 

2.  Error  of  law  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  rejecting  appellant V 
claim  on  the  ground  stated. 

The  argument  is  advanced  that  the  medical  evidence  filed  in  the 
claim  clearl}^  establishes  the  pathological  connection  between  the  wound 
of  the  neck  and  the  cause  of  soldier's  death,  and  such  testimony  being 
that  of  reputable  practitioners  skilled  in  their  profession,  one  of  whom 
was  familiar  with  the  soldier's  ease  for  a  period  of  twenty-seven  years, 
the  same  can  not  be  lightly  dismissed  as  not  sufficient  to  prove  the 
facts  to  which  it  relates.  The  affidavits  filed  to  sustain  the  claim  are 
set  out  in  the  appeal. 

The  holdings  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Charles 
F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92)  are  also  quoted  to  sustain  the  claim. 

As  stated,  the  soldier  was  pensioned  on  account  of  gunshot  wound 
of  the  neck.  He  was  last  medically  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons 
November  2, 1892,  under  a  claim  for  increase,  when  the  disability  was 
described  as  follows: 

»  »  ♦  We  find  the  cicatrix  1  inch  directly  back  of  the  angle  of  the  lower  jaw. 
Cicatrix  at  point  of  entrance  stellate,  1  inch  in  length  and  one-half  inch  in  width. 
Ball  passed  backward  and  made  its  exit  just  to  the  left  of  second  cervical  vertebra. 
Cicatrix  at  i)oint  of  exit  one-fourth  inch  wide,  1  inch  long,  adherent  to  fascia,  and 
very  tender  upon  pressure.  Very  tender  over  all  the  cervical  vertebrae  and  at  point 
of  junction  of  axis  and  atlas. 

The  pulse  rate  was  78,  82,  110;  height,  5  feet  9  inches;  weight,  175 
pounds;  age,  64  years. 

A  copy  of  the  certificate  of  death  obtained  from  the  office  of  he-alth 
commissioner,  city  of  Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  filed  with  the  papers  in  the 
case,  shows  death  of  the  soldier  February  3, 1900;  age,  72  years;  cause 
of  death,  apoplexy,  typhoid  pneumonia;  medical  attendant,  L.  A. 
Edwards,  M.  D. 

Dr.  Edwards  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  September  11,  1900,  as 
follows: 

That  she  is  a  practicing  physician  and  has  l)oen  acquainted  with  the  above-namwi 
soldier  for  alx)ut  twelve  yearw,  and  that  1  [nhe]  was  first  cralle<l  to  treat  and  attend 
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Caleb  J.  Dil worth  on  the  2d  day  of  February,  1900,  about  5  o'clock  p.  m.,  for  the 
illnees  or  ncknesB  of  which  he  afterwards  died.  I  found  him  suffering  from  severe 
pains  at  base  of  brain,  extending  in  and  over  left  temple  region,  and  twitching  of 
the  muscles.  During  the  night  of  February  2  he  became  unconscious,  the  whole 
right  side  of  the  body  being  paralyzed.  Death  occurred  at  9.46  p.  m.,  February 
3,  1900. 

My  diagnosis  of  the  case  is  that  he  died  from  apoplexy,  or  possibly  an  embolism 
situated  in  left  side  of  brain. 

In  my  judgment  his  death  resulted  from  the  gunshot  wound  in  the  neck  received 
during  service  in  the  United  States  Army  in  the  civil  war.  The  bullet  apparently 
entered  the  back  of  the  neck  in  the  median  line,  passing  beneath  the  sterno-cleido- 
mastoid  muscle,  and  emerged  at  right  side  of  neck,  endangering  seriously  all  tissues 
situated  in  itfi  course.  The  history  of  his  suffering  as  obtained  from  his  friends  con- 
firmed my  opinion  as  to  the  wound  being  the  direct  cause  of  his  death. 

By  a  misunderstanding  I  made  the  certificate  of  death  read  "Charles  J.  Dil  worth" 
instead  of  Caleb  J.  Dil  worth,  which  is  his  correct  name. 

It  will  be  noticed  in  the  certificate  that  the  cause  of  death  assigned  therein  is 

*  *  apoplexy,  typhoid  pneumonia. ' '  The  words  '  *  typhoid  pneumonia ' '  were  inserted 
out  of  abundant  caution,  and  particularly  for  the  benefit  of  the  undertaker,  and  not 
as  being  the  direct  or  contributing  cause  of  his  death.  At  the  time  I  was  called  in 
at  5  o'clock  p.  m.  on  February  2,  the  day  before  his  death,  the  typhoid-pneumonia 
symptoms  were  of  only  short  duration  and  very  slight,  and  he  was  not  confined  to 
his  bed,  but  was  only  so  confined  after  his  stroke  of  apoplexy  had  (Xicurred. 

There  were  affidavits  of  other  physicians  filed  with  the  case,  but 
none  appears  to  have  any  personal  knowledge  as  to  the  cause  of  death, 
as  the  soldier  was  not  treated  by  any  physician  other  than  Dr. 
Edwards  during  fatal  illness.  The  other  physicians  endeavor  to  show 
that  the  bullet  in  its  course  injured  certain  tissues  which  lead  to  dis- 
ease of  the  nervous  system,  and  that  the  fatal  apoplexy  was  due  to 
such  disease.  One  affiant,  William  N.  Bancroft,  M.  D.,  of  Lexington, 
Nebr.,  expressed  the  opinion  that — 

*  *  *  the  primary  cause  which  led  up  to  his  death  was  a  deep  gunshot  wound  of 
the  back  of  neck,  which  was  wholly  responsible  for  the  general  nerve  d^eneration 
and  directly  the  cause  of  spinal  sclerosis  and  cerebral  disease,  which  was  the  cause 
of  his  death. 

It  does  not  appear  that  tl^s  witness  saw  the  soldier  within  a  month 
of  his  death.  This  theory  that  the  disease  of  the  nervous  system  was 
a  factor  in  the  causation  of  the  fatal  apoplex}'^  will  be  hereafter 
considered. 

It  appears  from  Dr.  Edwards's  testimony  that  the  soldier  died  within 
twenty-nine  hours  after  she  first  saw  him  at  5  o'clock  p.  m.  He  was 
then  suffering  with  pain  in  his  head,  and  during  the  night  became 
unconscious  and  was  paralyzed  on  the  whole  right  side.  The  doctor 
concluded  that  this  paralysis  was  due  to  a  rupture  of  a  blood  vessel  of 
the  brain  on  the  left  side,  or  an  embolism. 

This  latter  cause,  embolism,  is  a  plug  carried  from  the  heart  or 
from  some  part  of  the  circulation,  and  when  reaching  one  of  the  ves- 
.sels  of  the  brain  occludes  same,  causing  transient  loss  of  conscious- 
ness of  varying  duration.  Cerebral  embolism  is  a  disease  of  rather 
(Mrly  life;  cerebral  hemorrhage  is  one  of  advanced  life. 
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« 

The  histoiy  of  this  case  strongh'  points  to  a  rupture  of  a  blood  ves- 
sel in  the  brain  rather  than  to  an  embolism  as  the  cause  of  death. 

It  appears  to  be  an  accepted  pathological  fact  that  the  morbid  con- 
dition underlying  intracranial  hemorrhages,  which  is  not  due  to  an 
injury  of  the  skull,  is  invariably  disease  of  the  blood  vessels  of  the 
bmin  and,  in  most  cases,  disease  of  the  arteries.  It  is  impossible  to 
rupture  a  healthy  artery  by  any  ordinary  physiological  or  patholog- 
ical disturbance.  Consequently  the  fundamental  facts  concerning  the 
pathology  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  are  those  which  pertain  to  arterial 
disease.     (Dana.) 

Age  is  undoubtedly  one  of  the  most  usual  pi'edisposing  causes  for 
6uch  degeneration  or  softening  of  the  walls  of  the  arteries  of  the  brain. 
This  pensioner  was  72  years  of  age;  hence  had  reached  an  age  when 
such  arterial  degeneration  might  be  expected. 

There  is  no  medical  authority  to  sustain  the  hypothesis  that  an 
ancient  wound  through  the  soft  tissues  of  the  neck  would  lead  to  such 
degenerative  changes  in  the  arteries  of  the  brain  and  cause  death 
thirty-six  years  after  its  incurrence.  The  affiants  in  this  case,  in 
attributing  the  fatal  apoplexy  to  a  disease  of  the  nervous  system,  lose 
sight  of  the  fact  that  the  nervous  system  is  only  involved  by  reason  of 
the  disease  of  the  vascular  system,  and  that  a  disease  of  the  nervous 
system  such  as  sclerosis,  which  is  said  to  have  existed  in  this  case,  was 
not  pathological  1}^  related  to  the  disease  of  the  blood  vessels  which  led 
to  the  rupture  and  consequent  paralysis. 

The  action  appealed  from  was  therefore  in  accord  with  the  facts  in 
the  case  and  accepted  pathology,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 


PATHOLOGICAL    SEQUENCE— BLINDNESS-DISEASE    OF   HEART— SPINAL 

INJURY. 

James  Fitzgari^d. 

The  soldier  is  a  pensioner  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  injury'  to  right  shoulder  and 
resulting  muscular  atrophy,  paralysis  of  right  arm  and  resulting  total  disability  of 
same.  He  is  totally  blind  from  glaucoma,  which  is  allied  to  be  a  result  of  neu- 
ralgia, caused  by  a  fall  from  his  horse,  by  which  he  incurred  the  injury  to  hi.< 
shoulder. 

The  facts  in  the  caee,  supported  by  medical  authority,  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
said  blindness  is  due  to  spinal  injury,  or  to  disease  of  heart,  or  both.  Action 
reversed. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commis»i07ier  of  Pensioits. 

July  31,  1901. 

•James  Fitzfrjirield,  formerly  a  sergeant  in  Troop  F,  Fifth  United 
States  Cavalry,  a  pensioner  under  the  general   law  on  account  of 
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''disease  of  heart,  injury  to  right  shoulder  and  resulting  muscular 
atrophy,  and  paralysis  of  right  arm  and  resulting  total  disabilit}'  of 
same/'  at  iS6  per  month,  filed  June  15,  1898,  a  declaration  for  increase 
of  rate  of  pension,  in  which  he  alleged  increase  of  disabilit}*  from  pen- 
sioned causes,  and  that — 

Appli(;ation  is  also  hereby  made  for  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  a  new  dis- 
ability, to  wit:  At  Fort  Robinson,  in  the  State  of  Nebraska,  on  or  al>out  the  21st  of 
April,  1884,  at  the  time  he  received  the  injury  to  right  shoulder,  on  the  above- 
stated  date,  he  felt  a  severe  pain  in  his  head,  which  resulted  in  neuralgia,  which  dis- 
ability resulted  in  the  total  loss  of  sight  of  both  eyes;  that  his  physical  condition  is 
such  that  he  has  to  have  the  aid  and  assistance  of  an  attendant  all  the  time;  that  he 
can  not  eat,  dress,  or  undress  without  assistance;  he  can  [not]  travel  alone  or  help 
himself  in  any  manner;  that  all  his  right  side  is  paralyzed;  that  on  the  above-named 
date  he  received  an  injury  to  the  muscles  of  his  back,  which  adds  to  his  disabilities. 

By  medical  action  dated  March  27, 1899,  increase  of  rate  of  j^ension 
was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  then  paid  was  commensurate 
with  the  degree  of  disability  resulting  from  causes  for  which  pension 
had  been  granted,  and  that  neuralgia  of  head,  and  alleged  results  (glau- 
coma) could  not  be  accepted. 

Subsequent  to  filing  this  claim  for  increase  a  guardian  for  the  soldier 
was  appointed,  who,  through  the  -recognized  attorney  in  the  case, 
tiled  April  29,  1899,  an  appeal,  contending,  in  effect,  that  injustice 
was  done  in  rejecting  the  claim  as  the  disabilities  with  which  the 
soldier  suffers  are  the  results  of  his  military  service;  that  he  (soldier) 
is  entirely  blind;  that  he  can  not  walk  unaided,  and  can  not  dress  or 
undress  himself.  He  states  that  his  head  was  injured  by  being  thrown 
from  his  horse  while  on  duty  and  that  his  present  helpless  condition 
resulted  therefrom. 

The  papers  in  the  case  were  forwarded  by  the  bureau  to  the  Depart- 
ment, February  21,  1901,  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  medical 
referee  to  the  effect  that  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the  soldier  and 
the  imperfect  history  of  the  disabling  causes  then  existing  a  special 
examination  of  the  claim  -was  desirable  with  a  view  of  obtaining  a 
clinical  history  of  all  disabling  causes  of  a  permanent  character.  The 
Department  concluded  that  such  examination  was  necessary  and 
directed  that  same  be  made. 

The  reports  of  the  special  examiners  were  duly  received;  the  claim 
was  readjudicated  and  again  rejected  on  the  same  ground,  and  the 
papers  were  returned  to  this  office  for  the  disposition  of  the  appeal. 
Thereupon  the  case  wa.s  (»arefully  reviewed,  and  it  appearing  to  the 
Department  from  all  the  evidence,  including  that  recently  adduced, 
that  the  claim  that  loss  of  sight  was  due  to  the  pensioned  causes  was 
well  founded  the  papers  were  again  returned  to  the  bureau  with  the 
request  that  the  Department  be  informed  as  to  all  the  reasons  why  it 
was  not  so  accepted;  that  if  such  conclusion  was  based  upon  ])atho- 
logical  facts,  or  upon  theory.  th«»  sjune  should  be  denionstrat<»d. 
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The  papers  are  now  before  the  Depai-tment  with  the  report  i'ecjue>ted, 
which  is  as  follows: 

In  the  communication  from  the  honorable  Assistant  Secretary,  of  June  4,  1901,  a 
statement  is  reque8t€<i  from  this  Bureau  as  to  why  the  injury  to  the  soldier's  spinal 
cord  which  he  incurred  in  service  is  not  regarded  as  a  probable  cause  of  blin<lness  afi 
alleged;  whether  disease  of  heart  for  which  the  soldier  is  pensioned  might  be  a  factor 
in  causing  blindness,  and  the  facts  or  theory  on  which  our  conclusions  are  baned. 

The  soldier  enlisted  May  14,  1881.  The  medical  records  show  that  he  was  treated 
in  1881,  three  days  in  July,  for  acute  diarrhea,  and  four  days  in  November  for  (catarrh. 
In  1882,  four  days  in  March  for  neuralgia,  six  days  in  July  for  acute  diarrhea,  four 
days  in  October  for  acute  dysentery,  and  five  days  in  November  for  acut«  diarrhea. 
In  1883,  four  days  in  April  for  tonsilitis.  From  January  23  to  29,  1884,  and  again 
from  February  1  to  2,  1884,  the  records  show  treatment  for  neuralgia  (malarial), 
functional  disease  of  the  heart,  constant  increased  action  of  the  heart,  cardiac  jiain 
and  at  times  palpitation.  Abuse  of  tobacco  was  given  as  a  cause  for  the  heart  dis- 
turlmnce,  its  use  was  interdicted,  and  the  soldier  was  returned  to  duty  February  2, 

1884,  "action  of  heart  normal  and  cure  apparently  complete.'* 

From  the  context  it  seems  probable  that  the  "neuralgia  (malarial)"  referre*!  to 
the  "cardiac  pain"  connected  with  the  functional  heart  disturbance.  The  other 
record  of  "neuralgia"  in  1882  showed  treatment  only  froiii  July  9  to  10. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  records  to  show  that  the  soldier  had  any  disease  of  any 
consequence  except  what  may  be  termed  a  "tobacco  heart,"  up  to  the  date  of  his 
admission  on  April  21,  1884,  for  "sprain  of  right  shoulder  joint,"  for  which  he  was 
continued  under  treatment  until  he  was  discharged  on  September  9,  1884.  The  tvr- 
tificate  of  disability  for  discharge  stated  that  his  disability  was  "chronic  inflammation 
of  right  shoulder  joint  caused  by  a  fall  from  his  horse."     ♦    ♦    ♦ 

These  records  were  made  at  a  frontier  post  in  time  of  peace,  and  consequently 
would  l>e  more  deliberately  considered  than  in  the  hurry,  confusion,  and  excitement 
ol  w^ar.  Had  there  been  any  complications  they  would  have  been  noted.  Dr.  Walter 
Reed,  who  made  the  certificate  of  disability,  stated  in  a  commimication  to  the 
Adjutant-General  of  the  Army  under  date  of  April  10,  1886,  "It  was  not  kn«>wn 
that  he  (Fitzgarield)  had  sustained  any  concussion  of  the  spine  or  any  other  injur}' 
except  severe  nprain  and  contusion  of  right  shonlder,  followed  by  inflammation  an<l 
stifitness  of  the  joint.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  "paralysis  of  the  right  leg,  neuralgia 
of  the  right  side  of  face,  neck,  right  side  of  chest,  head,  and  stomach"  as  set  fiirth 
in  the  letter  of  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  resulted  from  any  injury 
received  ))v  the  claimant  while  in  the  service. 

It  is  .shown  that  the  soldier  was  under  Dr.  Reeii's  observation  about  a  month  before 
he  was  discharged.  The  next  record  of  the  soldier  was  on  his  entrance  to  the  Sol- 
diers' Home  Hospital,  of  Washington,  D.  C.  That  record,  made  October  24,  1884, 
was  "contusion  of  right  shoulder  and  knee."  The  following  day,  October  25,  the 
record  was  made:  "  Inflammation  of  right  shoulder  joint  and  injury  to  brachial 
plexus  of  nerves,  caused  apparently  by  a  blow  or  fall."     From  this  date  to  June  26, 

1885,  the  record  shows  he  was  treated  for  "contusion  of  right  shoulder  and  knee, 
concussion  of  spine,  and  injury  of  brachial  plexus." 

The  first  medical  examination  was  made  Dewmljer  1,  1884,  at  which  time  there 
was  shown  some  markeil  atrophy  of  the  muscles  of  the  right  shoulder  and  arm,  with 
weaknes-s,  loss  of  mobility,  and  indications  of  involvement  of  the  brachial  plexus  of 
nerves  from  the  injury  to  the  shoulder.  This  condition  was  pensioned  as:  "  Injury 
to  right  shoulder  and  resulting  muscular  atrophy."  This  is  the  only  disability  that 
has  been  admitted  as  a  result  of  the  injury  alleged  from  the  fall  from  a  horse  in  the 
service.  Pension  for  disease  of  the  heart  was  allowed  in  1885,  and  the  paralysis 
(hemiplegia)  was  admitted  as  a  result,  not  of  the  injury  to  the  shoulder  but  of  the 
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valvular  disease  of  the  heart.  The  hemiplegia  is  considereii  as  of  cerebral  origin. 
There  is  evidence  that  intemperance  was  an  important  factor  in  its  production,  but 
it  is  also  a  |)OS8ible  result  of  the  valvular  disease  of  the  heart,  and  as  such  result  has 
been  admitted.  Disease  of  the  spine  has  not  been  satisfactorily  shown  to  exist.  The 
symptoms  alleged  as  disease  of  spine  in  the  declaration  of  January  26,  1885j  were 
covered  by  the  approval  and  rate  in  the  medical  action  of  June  8,  1885,  and  to  this 
action  the  statement  on  the  brief  under  date  of  March  30,  1887,  referred. 

Upon  examination  of  the  soldier  on  February  20,  1885,  thel)oard  reported  impaired 
vision  of  both  eyes.  There  had  l)een  no  previous  complaint  of  the  eyes.  On 
July  21,  1885,  the  first  claim  for  eye  trouble  was  made — that  is,  after  the  exam- 
ining surgeons  had  discovered  the  impaire<i  vision.  The  certificate  of  September  17, 
1885,  shows  optic  neuritis  and  nothing  suggestive  of  glaucoma  or  anything  that  would 
lea<i  to  it.  The  examining  board's  report  of  March  1,  1887,  stated,  "  tension  of  eye- 
balls normal,"  showing  that  "glaucoma"  had  not  then  developed.  When  exam- 
inee! March  31,  1897,  it  does  not  api^ear  that  the  attention  of  the  board  was  called  to 
the  eye  trouble.  The  declarations  filed  March  19,  1896,  and  September  23, 1896,  did 
not  refer  to  the  affection  of  the  eyes.  The  soldier  testified  before  Special  Examiner 
Walsh:  "  I  was  never  treated  for  my  eyes  at  all  until  August,  1897,  when  they  became 
inflamed  as  stated.  *  *  ♦  Dr.  Thomas  Miller,  Washington,  D.  C,  then  treated 
me  for  my  eyes."  Dr.  Miller  testified  before  Special  Examiner  Reily :  "  1  don't  find 
a  record  of  treatment  on  my  books.  It  was  about  1897.  My  recollection  of  the  man 
is  that  he  was  almost  totally  blind.  Keratitis,  also  iritis,  was  his  ailment.  There 
was  a  combination  of  troubles  including  conjunctivitis.  Glaucoma  had  already  set 
in."  The  next  treatment  shown  was  that  by  Dr.  Cobum,  who  testified  before 
Special  Examiner  Walsh:  "  Upon  reference  to  my  book  here  I  find  I  first  prescribed 
for  the  said  soldier  on  December  7,  1898.  That  is  the  date  of  the  first  charge  against 
him,  though  I  may  have  given  him  some  little  office  treatment  before  that  date. 
My  principal  treatment  of  him  was  in  the  winter  of  1898-99.  When  I  was  called  to 
see  him  that  time  he  was  suffering  with  an  attack  of  the  grip.  Said  attack  was  very 
stubborn  and  did  not  yield  easily  to  treatment.  It  was  about  March  before  he  was 
able  to  leave  his  room,  having  lasted  from  the  preceding  December.  His  condition 
was  very  serious  during  that  illness.  He  had  been  drinking  pretty  hard  just  before 
that  attack,  and  I  attributed  the  complications  of  his  sickness  to  the  fact  of  his 
drinking.  He  was  delirious,  and  that  condition  grew  worse  and  he  became  violent. 
His  stomach  refused  to  work  and  I  had  difficulty  in  correcting  that  condition.  His 
food  at  times  would  pass  through  him  without  being  digested,  and  then  again  he 
would  vomit  his  food  up.  No,  he  did  not  drink  any  after  I  began  to  treat  him  that 
time.  The  delirious  condition  lasted  all  that  winter  up  to  March.  At  times  he 
would  be  rational  but  only  for  a  few  minutes  at  a  time;  then  he  would  become  deliri- 
ous again.  I  began  to  despair  that  his  reason  would  ever  return.  We  were  begin- 
ning to  think  about  sending  him  to  the  insane  asylum  and  that  was  the  time  a 
guardian  was  appointed  for  him.  I  attributed  that  delirium  to  the  complication  of 
the  grip  and  the  condition  of  his  stomach.  The  condition  of  his  stomai^h  I  attrib- 
uted to  his  drinking  just  before  he  was  taken  with  the  grip.  I  think,  though,  that 
if  he  had  not  had  the  grip  the  delirium  would  not  have  followed.  »  »  ♦  I  remem- 
ber now  that  he  has  been  totally  blind  since  his  recovery  from  that  attack  in  March, 
1899." 

In  August,  1898,  just  prior  to  the  attack  of  the  grip  above  described,  the  soldier 
was  examined  by  the  Doylestown,  Pa.,  l)oard.  The  report  described  quite  consider- 
able heart  trouble,  and  stated:  "This  above  disease  of  heart  seems  to  be  the  result 
of  la  grippe,  of  which  he  has  had  two  attacks;"  so  that  the  attack  in  December 
following  was  the  third  attack  of  grip  suffered  by  the  soldier.  Glaucoma  wa^i 
described  as  present  at  that  time.  The  soldier  had  an  examination  at  home  by  an 
expert  on  March  8,  1899.     His  statement  to  the  expert  in  reference  to  his  eye«  was 
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that  "about  August,  1897,  had  acute  neuralgia  in  right  eye,  followed  in  twenty-four 
hours  by  neuralgia  in  left  eye,  the  right  eye  having  had  slight  neuralgia  since  injary 
(from  fall  of  horse  in  the  service) .  Sight  began  to  fail  about  August,  1897,  and  since 
about  June,  1898,  has  been  lost."  The  diagnosis  of  the  expert  was:  "Glaucoma, 
chronic  and  advanced  stage,  in  both  eyes;  total  blindness  of  both  eyes."  The  report 
further  stated:  *'  Patient  has  hypertrophy  of  heart,  but  the  glaucoma  has  probably 
resulted  from  Nervous  shock,  producing  hemiplegia;  and  vascular  changes  induced 
by  injury." 

It  is  beyond  comprehension  how  an  injury  such  as  it  is  shown  this  soldier  received 
in  the  service  could  produce  'Vascular  changes"  or  the  degeneration  of  the  blood 
vessels,  as  the  term  implies.  The  hemiplegia  described  was  evidently  not  due  to 
''nervous  shock,"  but  was  due,  in  all  probability,  to  rupture  of  a  degenerated  blood 
vessel  in  the  brain,  or  occlusion  of  a  cerebral  vessel  by  an  embolus  or  thrombos.  It 
has  been  accepted  as  due  to  the  disease  of  heart  The  etiology  of  glaucoma  is 
obscure.  It  does  not  accompany  disease  of  heart,  paralysis,  or  disease  of  spine  with 
such  frequency  as  to  }>e  considered  a  pathological  result. 

It  is  stated  in  the  communication  from  the  honorable  Assistant  Secretary  of  June 
4,  1901:  "The  disease  causing  the  blindness  has  been  dia^osticated  as  glaucoma. 
*  *  *  It  appears  to  be  a  well-established  pathological  laet  that  injuries  of  the 
spinal  cord  sometimes  lead  to  this  disease  (Oliver — Text-book  on  Ophthalmology), 
particularly  when  that  part  of  the  cord  is  involved  at  the  juncture  of  the  cervical 
and  dorsal  portions."  *  *  *  Reference  to  the  text-book  noted  shows  the  follow- 
ing statement  on  page  529,  subject,  glaucoma:  "The  r61e  played  by  the  nervous 
system  in  the  increase  of  the  intraocular  pressure  in  man  is  not  well  understood. 
Moreen,  however,  relates  an  interesting  case  of  double  glaucoma,  with  a  subsequent 
attack  of  interstitial  keratitis,  which  was  apparently  produced  by  a  myelitis  of  the 
spinal  cord  near  the  junction  of  the  cervical  and  dorsal  portions.  In  this  case  the 
glaucomatous  condition  was  cured  by  an  iridectomy,  which  was  supplemented  by 
the  use  of  mercurial  inunctions.  He  states  that  he  has  seen  4  other  somewhat  simi- 
lar cases." 

Such  reports  simply  demonstrate  that  in  the  5  "somewhat  similar  "  cases  the  asso- 
ciation of  glaucoma  and  spinal  disease  was  ob6er\'ed.  A  pathological  connection 
was  not  shown.  The  idea  that  perverted  nerve  supply  is  causative  of  glaucoma  has 
been  widely  held,  from  the  fact  that  various  reflex  neuralgias  are  frequently  caused 
by  the  increase  of  ocular  tension  in  its  incipient  stages,  before  the  true  state  of  affain^ 
has  l)een  diagnoHticated.  Such  neuralgias  usually  subside  after  an  iridectomy,  or 
after  the  dentructive  work  of  the  eye  disease  has  been  accomplished,  thus  demon- 
strating that  the  glaucoma  was  the  primary  cause  of  the  whole  trouble.  Priestly 
Smith,  in  his  clasnic  work  on  glaucoma,  quotes  a  case  in  which  glaucoma  attacked 
each  eye  successively  after  losing  a  game  at  cards.  It  will  hardly  be  held  that  the 
loss  of  a  game  of  cards  is  a  cause  of  glaucoma  or  other  disease  of  eyes.  The  Bureau 
in  adjudicating  its  multitudinous  ca>*e8  must  be  guided  by  the  commonly  accepte«l 
rules  of  pathology  alone.  If  the  post  hoc  ergo  propter  hoc  idea  were  employed,  the 
work  would  become  involved  in  inextricable  confusion. 

However,  as  disea.se  of  the  spinal  cord  was  not  found  when  the  soldier  wa.*?  lat^i 
examined  by  a  board  in  189S,  there  is  no  reason  for  admitting  any  alleged  t>r  the<»- 
retical  results  of  the  same. 

In  my  opinion  the  rejec^tion  of  glaucoma  iis  a  n«ult,  a>i  alleged,  was  proper,  and  it 
is  adhered  to. 

While  this  report  is  of  considerable  length,  it  is  discursive  and  does 
not  convey  to  the  Department  the  reasons  why  the  soldier's  blindness 
can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  his  niilitary  service. 
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A  careful  analysis  of  said  report  discloses  that  it  can  be,  for  pur- 
poses of  discussion,  divided  into  five  different  parts. 

1.  Treating  of  the  record  history  of  the  soldier,  including  deduc- 
tions from  that  history. 

2.  Synopses  of  medical  examinations  by  boards  of  surgeons. 

3.  Evidence  filed  by  the  soldier  and  that  obtained  by  special  exam- 
ination. 

4.  Consideration  of  the  examination  of  the  soldier  by  the  expert 
(oculist). 

5.  Discussion  of  all  the  evidence;  a  consideration  of  authorities  and 
conclusions  reached  thereunder. 

Referring  to  the  first  division  of  the  report,  the  same  sets  out  that 
the  soldier  was  treated  for  diarrhea,  catarrh,  neuralgia,  dysentery, 
and  tonsilitis,  but  as  said  diseases  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  ques- 
tion at  issue  they  will  not  be  further  considered. 

In  regard  to  disease  of  heart,  it  is  stated  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
records  to  show  that  the  soldier  had  any  disease  of  the  heart  of  any 
consequence,  except  what  may  be  termed  a  "tobacco  heart,"  yet  pen- 
sion was  granted  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  and,  as  will  be  shown 
further  on,  paralysis  of  right  side  is  regarded  by  the  Bureau  as  due 
thereto,  and  that  the  rate  of  pension  has  be^n  made  to  cover  the  disa- 
bility arising  from  this  cause. 

The  record  further  shows  that  on  April  21,  1884,  the  soldier  was 
admitted  (to  post  hospital)  for  ''sprain  of  shoulder  joint,"  for  which  he 
was  continued  under  treatment  until  he  was  discharged,  September  9, 
1884,  on  account  of  chronic  inflammation  of  right-shoulder  joint, 
caused  by  a  fall  from  his  horse.  The  comment  is  made  that  these  rec- 
ords were  made  at  a  frontier  post  in  time  of  peace,  and  consequently 
would  have  been  more  deliberately  considered  than  in  the  hurry,  con- 
fusion, and  excitement  of  war,  and  had  there  been  any  complications 
they  would  have  been  noted.  This  would  be  generally  true,  but  in 
the  case  under  consideration  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  diagnosis  of 
sprain  of  shoulder,  althoufjh  deliberately  made,  was  not  in  all  respects 
correct,  as  the  after  history  shows  that  total  paralysis  of  the  arm,  with 
symptoms  indicating  injury  of  the  spinal  cord,  followed  the  injury. 
These  disastrous  results  would  hardly  follow  an  uncomplicated  sprain 
of  the  shoulder.  It  is  true  the  post  surgeon  who  made  the  certificate 
of  disability  upon  which  the  soldier  was  discharged  from  the  service 
stated  in  an  indorsement  that  "  it  was  not  known  that  he  (soldier)  had 
sustained  a  concussion  of  the  spine,"  but  the  fact  remains  that  the  rec- 
ords of  Barnes  Hospital,  United  States  Soldiers'  Home,  to  which  the 
soldier  was  admitted  one  month  and  a  half  after  his  discharge,  show 
that  he  was  then  suffering  with  concussion  of  the  spine.  The  surgeon 
in  charge  of  this  latter  hospital,  a  surgeon  long  in  the  United  States 
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Army,  must  be  considered  equally  competent  to  diagnosticate  the 
case.  Furthermore,  the  Bureau  has  in  its  several  actions  on  claims 
for  inc^rease  indicated  that  this  sprain  of  the  shoulder  was  far  from 
uncomplicated,  the  approval  reading,  *' Injury  to  right  shoulder  and 
resulting  muscular  atrophy  and  paralysis  of  right  arm.'' 

By  further  reference  to  the  records  of  Barnes  Hospital,  Soldiers' 
Home,  as  obtained  by  special  examination,  it  is  noted  that — 

May  4,  1885,  physical  examination:  In  hospital  since  October  25, 1884;  symptoms 
a»  indicated;  injury  to  spinal  cord;  treatment  of  no  value;  paralynis  progreseive, 
walks  with  difficulty,  etc. 

December  11,  1885,  to  June  9,  1886,  locomotor  ataxia. 

*    *    *    November  24,  1890,  constipation,  paralysis,  left. 

April  13,  1896:  Right  partial  hemiplegia,  cause  unknown.  Heart  Bounds  weak; 
apex  over  nipple  and  displacement  upward. 

Vision  impaired  more  in  right  eye;  right  visual  field  contracted;  action  of  papils 
to  light  normal. 

No  facial  or  ocular  paralysis. 

Right  arm:  Complete  motor  paralysis;  sensation  impaire<l,  atrophic*!;  elbow  jerk 
exaggerated;  slight  wrist  jerks. 

Both  knee  jerks  well  marked,  and  about  equal.    No  ankle  clonus. 

Right  thigh  somewhat  atrophied;  motor  weakness  of  right  thigh  and  leg;  toe 
points  outward  in  walking;  station  normal. 

This  record  affords  no  information  as  to  time  of  development  of  the 
''hemiplegia,"  but  shows  that  in  May,  1885,  the  "symptoms  indicated 
injury  to  spinal  cord,  paralj'sis  progressive,"  and  from  December, 
1885,  to  July,  1886,  he  had  locomotor  ataxia. 

The  record  made  prior  to  November,  1890,  shows  the  paralysis  was 
progressive,  and  from  the  statement  that  he  walked  with  difficulty  in 
May,  1885,  and  had  locomotor  ataxia  in  1886,  is  strongly  indicative 
that  the  paralysis  was  of  spinal  origin.  The  record  of  November, 
1890,  of  "paralysis,  left,"  does  not  afford  any  information  of  value. 

The  certificates  of  medical  examination  made  under  claims  for 
increase  during  the  period  covered  by  this  record  afford  some  infor- 
mation, and  will  be  now  considered. 

When  the  soldier  was  examined  the  second  time,  January  20,  1885, 
by  a  board  of  surgeons,  it  was  found  that  his  right  arm  hung  useless 
by  his  side;  the  muscles  were  atrophied  and  the  circulation  feeble. 
Sensation  over  right  side  was  defective,  and  the  board  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  condition  of  his  right  side  might  have  resulted  from 
an  injury  such  as  he  claims  he  had  received. 

He  was  next  examined  one  month  later,  February  20,  1885,  when 
the  arm  was  found  to  be  useless  and  the  right  foot  everted  and  was 
dragged  in  walking,  with  impaired  sensation  in  leg.  This  paralysis 
of  the  right  leg  was  evidently  the  progressive  paralysis  referred  to  in 
the  record  of  the  Barnes  Hospital. 

At  this  examination  it  was  found  that  he  had  but  one-half  vision 
in  the  right  eye.     Up  to  this  time  no  claim  had  been  made  that  vision 
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was  at  all  impaired,  but  the  allegation  had  been  made  that  he  suffered 
with  neuralgia  of  right  side  of  face.  Furthermore  there  was  no  history 
of  an  apoplexy  or  other  cerebral  disturbance,  and  during  this  period 
he  was  an  inmate  of  the  said  Barnes  Hospital. 

The  Department  here  desires  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  within  one 
year  of  the  injury  there  was  evidence  of  loss  of  vision  in  right  e3'e  of 
one-half  with  complaint  of  neuralgia  in  right  side  of  face.  Up  to  this 
time  we  have  no  information  in  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  deep  or 
superficial  structures  of  the  eyes. 

It  was  subsequent  to  the  receipt  of  this  certificate  of  examination 
that  the  adjudication  was  made  which  included  disease  of  heart  and 
fixed  the  rate  of  pension  at  $30  per  month,  second  grade.  A  slip  filed 
in  the  case  and  signed  by  the  Second  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions without  date  indicates  that  the  soldier  addressed  a  communica- 
tion to  the  Bureau  complaining  that  paralysis  of  his  right  side  and  leg 
should  have  been  included  among  the  results  of  the  injury  to  his 
shoulder.  In  repl}',  he  was  informed,  under  date  of  July  7,  1885, 
that  the — 

Thirty  dollars  per  month  allowed  by  reisHue  of  June  18,  1885,  covers  ali»o  the  disa- 
bility from  paralysis  of  right  side  and  leg. 

In  the  report  of  the  medical  referee  the  statement  is  made  that  no 
other  result  was  admitted  as  due  to  the  injury  from  fall  from  horse 
other  than  ''muscular  atrophy,"  and  that  the  paralysis,  hemiplegia, 
was  admitted  as  a  result  of  valvular  disease  of  the  heart. 

This  may  have  been  the  ease,  but  it  appears  to  the  Department  that 
from  the  soldier's  inquiry  and  the  Bureau's  reply  pai'alysis  was  regarded 
as  the  result  of  the  injury. 

The  next  medical  examination  was  made  September  17,  1885,  when 
the  board  certified  there  was  no  organic  disease  of  heart,  the  action  of 
which  was  regular  and  the  sounds  normal.  There  was  tenderness  on 
pressure  over  the  lower  dorsal  and  upper  lumbar  regions,  loss  of  motion 
in  right  upper  and  lower  extremities.  He  suffered  with  constipation 
and  nonretention  of  urine.  These  latter  symptoms  at  this  time  cer 
tainly  can  not  be  regarded  as  due  to  parah'sis  of  cerebral  origin. 
This  board  also  found  considerable  engorgement  of  right  optic  papilla, 
amounting  almost  to  a  choked  disk,  the  margins  of  which  were  cloudy 
and  scarcely  definable.  The  left  optic  papilla  presented  nmch  less 
vascular  disturbance,  but  the  disk  was  somewhat  blanched.  Vision 
was  considera>)h'  impaired. 

The  medical  referee  says  in  his  report  that  there  is  nothing  sug- 
gestive of  glaucoma  in  the  findings  at  this  examination;  but  he  must 
know  that  glaucomatous  atrophy  of  the  optic  nerve  is  not  infrequently 
mistaken  for  simple  atrophy;  that  there  are  no  points  of  difference 
upon  which  absolute  reliance  can  be  placed.     (Gifford.) 

Marked  hyperaemia  and  edema  of  the  nerve  head,  which  afterwards 
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becomes  cupped,  is  an  early  symptom  in  glaucoma  (Knies),  and  actual 
neuritis  in  primary  glaucoma  usually  precedes  increased  tension 
(Bi'ailey  and  Edmunds). 

The  fact  that  early  positive  diagnosis  can  not  be  made  in  some  cases, 
and  the  further  fact  that  this  soldier  became  blind  from  glaucoma, 
makes  it  almost  certain  that  said  disease  had  attacked  his  eyes,  partic- 
ularly the  right,  at  date  of  injur}*^  or  very  soon  thereafter.  The  state- 
ment made  by  the  surgeon  who  examined  him  March  1,  1887,  that 
"tension  of  eyeballs  normal''  proves  nothing.  This  absence  of 
increased  tension  at  this  time  certainly  is  not  proof  positive  that 
''glaucoma  had  not  developed,"  as  stated  by  the  medical  referee,  as 
the  tension  is  not  always  perceptibly  elevated  early  in  cases  of  non- 
inflammatory glaucoma,  and  reliance  must  be  placed  in  the  character 
of  the  excavation  of  the  optic  nerve,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
surgeon  examined  the  deep  structures  of  the  eyes.  At  the  date  of  this 
examination  the  soldier  could  read  with  No.  14  glasses  and  see  the  time 
by  watch  without  glasses. 

In  considering  the  third  part  of  the  medical  referee's  report,  in  which 
the  testimony  filed  in  the  case  is  discussed,  little  need  be  said.  The 
physicians  who  testified  as  having  treated  the  soldier  in  1897  and  1808 
were  not  in  a  position  to  testify  as  to  the  progress  and  nature  of  the 
eye  trouble.  He  was  then  almost  totally  blind;  said  physicians  were 
not  oculists,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they  examined  his  eyes. 

Some  emphasis  is  laid  upon  that  part  of  the  soldier's  history  testified 
to  by  Dr.  Coburn,  who  treated  him  through  a  long  period  of  illness 
consequent  upon  an  attack  diagnosticated  by  the  doctor  as  grip.  Men- 
tion is  also  made  that  this  testimonv  of  Dr.  Coburn  shows  the  soldier 
was  intemperate  a  short  time  before  he  became  ill  with  grip.  But 
inasmuch  as  the  impaired  vision  long  antedated  this  time,  the  illness 
and  intemperance  testified  to  could  not  be  properl}-  considered  as  etio- 
logical factors. 

In  the  fourth  part  of  the  report  of  the  medical  referee  the  findings 
of  the  expert  oculist  are  considered.  This  examination  by  the  oculist 
was  ordered  b\'  the  medical  referee,  and  the  said  expert  was  called 
upon  to  state  the  probable  cause  of  the  defective  vision.  The  question 
was  asked:  "  Is  it  due  to  disease  of  heart  or  an  injury,  as  alleged  i " 

The  specialist  found — 

R.  E.  Conjunctival  vessels  engorged.  Cornea  clear.  Iris  dilated  and  immovable. 
Lens  opaque.     Tension  4-3.     Light  perception  and  light  projection  lost 

L.  E.  Conjunctival  vessels  8\^ollen  and  sluggish.  Cornea  clear.  Iris  dilated — does 
not  react  to  eserine  solution.  Lens  opaque.  Tension  -f  3.  Light  peifeption  and 
light  projection  lost. 

Diagnosis:  Glaucoma,  chronic  and  advanced  stage  in  both  eyes.  Total  blindness 
both  eyes. 

Patient  is  confined  to  his  home  by  neuralgia  and  hemiplegia. 

Patient  has  hypertrophy  of  heart,  but  the  glaucoma  has  probably  reeulted  from 
nervous  shock,  producing  hemipl^ia,  and  vascular  changes  induced  by  injury. 
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As  before  stated,  this  opinion  as  to  the  probable  cause  of  the  soldier's 
loss  of  vision  was  sought  by  the  medical  referee,  and  his  inquiry  whether 
same  is  "  due  to  disease  of  heart  or  an  injury,  as  alleged,"  certainly 
indicated  that  he  entertained  the  idea  that  either  of  the  causes  named 
was  or  could  be  responsible  for  the  loss  of  vision,  but  it  seems  that 
after  being  advised  he  does  not  accept  the  conclusion  of  the  expert, 
for  he  says: 

It  is  beyond  comprehenfiion  how  an  injury,  such  as  is  shown  this  soldier  received 
in  service,  could  produce  **  vascular  changes''  or  the  degeneration  of  the  blood  ves- 
sels, as  the  term  implies.  The  hemiplegia  described  was  evidently  not  due  to  **  nerv- 
ous shock,"  but  was  due  in  all  probability  to  nipture  of  a  degenerated  blood  vessel 
in  the  brain,  or  occlusion  of  a  cerebral  vessel  by  an  embolus  or  thrombus.  It  has 
been  accepted  as  due  to  the  disease  of  heart.  The  etiology  of  glaucoma  is  obscure. 
It  does  not  accompany  disease  of  heart,  paralysis,  or  disease  of  spine  with  such  fre- 
quency as  to  be  considered  a  pathological  result. 

Dr.  J.  A.  Lippincott  (American  Text-Book  of  Diseases  of  the  Eye, 
etc.)  says: 

Among  the  exciting  causes  may  be  mentioned  various  emotions — joy,  grief,  anxiety, 
etc. — producing  ciliary  congestion. 

The  x>athogenesis  of  glaucoma  is  not  definitely  settled.  Because  of  the  overshadow- 
ing importance  of  the  increase  in  intraocular  tension  the  aim  has  been  mainly  to 
account  for  this  phenomenon;  but  half  a  century  of  active  investigation,  clinical, 
experimental,  and  anatomical,  has  not  resulted  in  a  completely  satisfactory  solution 
of  the  problem. 

When  this  case  was  returned  to  the  Bureau  the  Department  took 
occasion  to  refer  to  a  medical  authority  to  show  that  injuries  to  the 
spinal  cord  sometimes  lead  to  the  development  of  glaucoma,  the 
authority  apparently  basing  his  conclusion  upon  reported  cases  where 
glaucoma  and  injury  of  spinal  cord  were  associated.  The  medical 
referee  says  that — 

Such  reports  simply  demonstrate  that  in  the  **five  somewhat  s'milar  cases'*  the 
association  of  glaucoma  and  spinal  disease  was  observed.  A  pathological  connection 
was  not  shown.  ♦  ♦  ♦  Priestly  Smith  in  his  classic  work  on  glaucoma  quotes  a 
(^ase  in  which  glaucoma  attacked  each  eye  successively  after  the  loss  of  a  game  of 
cards.  It  will  hardly  be  held  that  the  loss  of  a  game  of  cards  is  a  cause  of  glaucoma 
or  other  disease  of  eyes. 

This  same  author,  Priestly  Smith,  says  of  glaucoma  (System  of  Dis- 
eases of  Eye,  Norris  and  Oliver): 

The  usual  exciting  causes  are  disturbance  of  the  circulation  which  congest  the 
internal  vessels  of  the  eye.     *    ♦    ♦ 

The  remote  causes  of  glaucouia  are  very  various.  They  include  constitutional 
diseases,  such  as  rheumatism,  gout,  syphilis,  and  many  others;  disorders  of  the  respira- 
tory, vascular,  and  nervous  systems;  injuries  of  many  kinds;  morbid  growths;  con- 
genital imperfections  and  senile  changes. 

It  would  hardly  be  held  that  the  loss  of  a  game  of  cards  is  a  cause 
of  glaucoma,  but  it  would  bo  held  that  the  emotion  produced  ])y  such 
loss  might  cause  glaucouia.     Priestly  Smith  undoubtedly  related  this 
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case  to  show  the  effect  of  powerful  emotion  upon  the  vawjular  supply 
to  the  eye;  "a  disturbance  of  the  circulation  which  conge^sts  the 
internal  vessels  of  the  eye."  Dr.  Lippincott  says  the  various  emotions, 
joy,  grief,  and  anxiety,  produce  ciliar}^  congestion. 

If  violent  emotion,  however  occasioned,  causes  intracranial  and  intra- 
ocular vascular  disturbance  leading  to  glaucoma,  an  injury  such  as  this 
soldier  received  would  appear  to  be  quite  as  efficient  a  cause  for  the 
glaucoma  which,  from  the  evidence,  had  its  beginning  not  long  aft-er 
said  injur}'. 

The  medical  referee  concludes  his  report  with  the  statement  - 

•  However,  a8  disease  of  the  spinal  cord  was  not  found  when  the  wldier  wap  hurt 
examined  by  a  boani  in  1898,  there  is  no  reason  for  admitting  any  alleged  or  theo- 
retical results  of  the  same. 

This  statement  that  ''disease  of  the  spinal  cord  was  not  found*"  is 
hardl}"^  warranted  from  the  following  description  in  the  certificate  of 
the  nervous  phenomena: 

Now  has  complete  paralysis  of  right  arm,  both  as  to  motion  and  sensation,  extend- 
ing to  midsternum  from  center  of  spine  and  from  above  clavicle  to  border  of  riljji. 
Sensation  entirely  absent  over  this  part,  and  below  and  down  leg  on  right  side  it  is 
impaired. 

Paralysis  of  sensation  and  of  motion  of  thorax  to  the  extent  here 
indicated  c^n  not  usually  be  regarded  as  due  to  a  cerebral  lesion  or  to 
an  injury  of  the  brachial  plexus.  Furthermore,  as  heretofore  shown, 
the  soldier  manifested  symptoms  indicative  of  spinal  lesion  and  impait*ed 
vision  long  before  the  development  of  the  hemiplegia,  and  beside^^i,  the 
fact  should  not  be  lost  sight  of  that  '*  hemiplegia  may  possibly  be  c*aused 
by  a  unilateral  lesion  seated  in  the  upper  portion  of  the  cord."  (Solis- 
Cohen  and  Eshner  Essentials  of  Diagnosis).  In  1885  the  ''^symptoms 
indicated  injury  to  spinal  cord,  *  *  *  paralysis,  progressive;  walks 
with  difficulty." 

When  the  papers  in  this  case  were  returned  to  the  Bureau  for  a  state- 
ment of  reasons  for  not  accepting  blindness  as  due  to  the  spinal  injury, 
the  Department  stated  that  '"there  is  medical  authority  to  sustain  the 
claim,"  and  the  criticism  of  the  medical  referee  of  this  conclusion  doe^ 
not  cause  a  change  o f  v ie  ws.  Because  a  pathological  connection  l)etween 
an  injur}'  of  the  cord  and  glaucoma  can  not  be  demonstrated,  it  is  not, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  sufficient  cause  for  den^^ing  such 
connection. 

It  would  be  just  as  reasonable  to  denv  pension  on  account  of  loss  of 
vision  of  both  eyes,  when  pension  has  been  allowed  on  account  of  loss 
of  vision  of  one  for  injur3%  and  the  other  became  ]>lind  from  sympa- 
thetic ophthalmia.  In  such  case  the  pathological  connection  cAn  not 
be  demonstrated,  yet  no  physician  would  deny  that  such  is  not  an 
everyday  clinical  observation.  The  Bureau  is  certainly  not  '*guideil 
by  the  commonly  accepted  rules  of  pathology'  alone"  in  cases  of  such 
character,  but  bv  clinicjil  facts. 
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Another  feature  of  this  cane  appears  to  deserve  consideration,  and 
that  is,  whether  or  not  disease  of  heart,  for  which  the  soldier  is  also 
pensioned,  might  be  a  factor  in  the  causation  of  glaucoma. 

No  less  an  authority  than  Priestly  Smith  says:  '^  Disease  of  the  vas- 
cular system  "  is  sometimes  a  cause  of  glaucoma.  The  medical  referee 
attributes  the  pensioner's  hemiplegia  to  disease  of  the  heart,  thrombosis, 
or  embolism.  It  would  seem  that  a  disease  of  the  heart  causing  such 
crrave  vascular  changes  within  the  cranium  would  create  ''  disturbance 
of  circulation  which  congests  the  internal  vessels  of  the  eye"  and 
cause  glaucoma,  as  stated  by  the  author  tjuoted. 

It  is  noted  that  the  medical  referee  states  in  the  latter  part  of  his 

report  that — 

If  the  past  hoc  ergo  propter  hoc  idea  were  employed  the  work  would  become 
involved  in  inextricable  confusion. 

Such  a  statement  is  not  warranted,  for  it  is  apparent  that  a  large 
number  of  claims  for  pension  are,  and  always  have  been,  admitted  as 
proved  by  the  application  of  such  a  maxim.  Not  only  is  this  true  from 
a  legal  but  also  from  a  medical  standpoint.  When  the  law  has  to  go 
into  an}'  science  other  than  mathematics,  and  mathematics  is  the  only 
science  b}'  which  truths  can  be  demonstrated  without  the  possibility  of 
error  (1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  1),  it  has  very  frequently  to  reach 
conclusions  which  are  based  upon  propositions  arrived  at  b}'  reasoning 
from  the  effect  back  to  the  cause,  although,  as  a  matter  of  course,  it  is 
more  satisfactory  to  reason  from  cause  to  effect;  but  this  can  not  be 
done  in  a  large  number  of  cases. 

The  foregoing  opinion  is  based,  so  far  as  the  facts  in  evidence  allow, 
upon  a  demonstration  that,  given  certain  condition  as  a  cause,  a  certain 
effect  has  followed.  Not  that  such  an  effect  would  alwavs  result  from 
said  given  condition,  but  that  the  evidence  shows  that  it  has  done  so  in 
this  case. 

From  the  facts  in  the  case,  supported  b}'  medical  authority,  the 
Department  is  led  to  conclude  that  this  soldier's  loss  of  vision  from 
glaucoma  is  chargeable  to  his  military  sei-vice,  either  as  a  sequela  of 
the  spinal  injur}'  or  of  disease  of  heart,  or  both.  The  action  appealed 
from  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  papei-s  in  the  case  are  herewith 
returned. 


aid  axn  attexdanck— ratk— evidexc'e. 

Joseph  Lewis. 

The  appellant  ia  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $30  i)er  month  (second  grade)  for  gunj^hot 

wound  of  left  arm  and  injury  to  left  chest  and  resulting  dinease  of  heart  and 

epilepsy. 
From  the  facte  presente<l  in  the  c^^e  it  is  shown  that  he  has  frequent  (almost  daily) 

and  severe  epileptic  seizures,  necessitating  the  freijuent  and  periodical  personal 

aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 
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Held:  That  the  aid  and  attendance  61  another  person  which  the  appellant  actually 
requires,  sls  well  as  has,  is  such  frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  and  entitled  him 
to  the  rate  prescribed  in  the  said  act  from  January  11,  1899,  the  date  of  the 
ineiiical  examination  showing  the  necessity  for  such  aid  and  attendance. 

AsHistant  Secretary  ^.  L,  Campfjell  to  the  Of>ni/ni^lon*fr  of  Ptrnxioin*^ 

July  SI,  1901. 

In  consequence  of  the  rejection  by  the  Bureau,  on  January  12, 1!XH), 
of  a  claim  for  increase  filed  May  26, 1897,  in  the  case  of  Joseph  Lewis, 
late  private  Company  B,  Ninety-fourth  Ohio  Infantry,  an  appeal  has 
been  filed  wherein  it  is  contended  that  the  appellant's  condition  is  such 
that  at  times  he  requires  the  regular  and  at  others  the  frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.  And  a 
reversal  of  the  action  taken  is  asked — 

For  the  reason  that  the  proofs  on  file  in  this  case  show  clearly  and  positively,  by 
medical  evidence  and  by  testimony  of  numerous  people,  that  he  is  now  and  has  been 
for  a  long  time  in  such  condition,  by  reason  of  his  pensioned  disabilitiei?,  and  requires 
almost  constant  aid,  assistance,  and  care  of  another  person;  and  that  he  can  not  go 
about  to  any  extent  without  the  aid  and  c»re  of  another  person. 

That  he  believes  the  evidence  on  file  in  his  case  is  ample,  full,  and  con\incing  as 
to  such  facts,  and  hence  such  claim  should  have  been  allowed. 

The  appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  (second 
grade)  for  ''gunshot  wound  of  left  arm  and  injury  to  left  chest  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart  and  epilepsy." 

It  was  alleged  in  the  said  application  for  increase  that  the  said  pen- 
sioned causes  of  disability  totally  incapacitated  the  claimant  for  the 
performance  of  any  manual  labor;  that  they  were  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  necessitate  the  "constant  care,  assistance,  and  aid  of  another  per- 
son," and  that  they  were  "'  constantly  increasing  in  disabling  force." 

The  medical  examination  of  the  soldier,  made  in  pursuance  of  this 
claim  for  increase,  was  ordered  through  the  medical  referee  under 
specially  prepared  instructions,  with  a  view  to  ascertaining  whether 
or  not  the  '^  claimant  is  so  greatly  disabled  from  pensioned  causes  and 
sequels?  alone  as  to  require  the  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person." 

The  claimant  alleged,  as  will  be  noted,  that  he  required  the  '' con- 
stant," not  the  '^  periodical,"  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
pei'son. 

After  describing  all  the  objective  as  well  as  certain  subjective  signs 
of  disability,  as  directed  in  the  aforesaid  specially  prepared  instruc- 
tions, the  board  b}^  which  the  claimant  was  examined  expressed  the 
opinion  that  he  — 

undoubtedly  requires  the  aid  of  another  person  whenever  a\i^ay  from  home,  aj»  the 
seizures  are  of  daily  occurrence  and  come  on  without  warning. 
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Although  the  statement  of  the  board  is  somewhat  qualified  as  to  the 
amount  of  peraonal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  required  by 
the  pensioner,  the  evidence — both  medical  and  lay — filed  in  support  of 
the  said  claim  for  increase  is  of  much  more  positive  character.  How- 
ever, in  view  of  the  nature  of  the  disability  on  account  of  which,  it  is 
contended,  the  soldier  requires  the  aid  and  attendance  of  another  per- 
son, the  evidence  of  those  having  daily  intercourse  with  him,  and 
personal  knowledge  of  the  manifestations  of  the  disability  in  question, 
is,  without  doubt,  superior  to  an  opinion  based  upon  a  physical 
examination — at  which  but  few  rational  signs  of  such  cause  of  dis- 
ability might  be  present;  yet  there  is  little  doubt  but  what  the  said 
board  intended  to  convey  the  idea  that  the  claimant  did  require  the 
frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person 
by  reason  of  the  oft-recurring  epileptic  seizures. 

As  hereinbefore  stated,  however,  the  Bureau  rejected  the  claim  now 
under  consideration  January  12,  1900,  assigning  as  a  reason  for  such 
advei"se  action  that  the  "  frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  is 
not  shown  to  be  required." 

The  action  in  question  was  based  upon  medical  grounds,  namel}^: 
That,  in  the  judgment  of  the  medical  referee,  the  degree  of  disability 
described  in  the  certificate  of  the  aforesaid  medical  examination,  and 
in  the  evidence  filed  in  the  case  as  well,  was  not  such  as  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  pensioner  required  the  said  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person — either  frequently,  periodically,  or  regularly' ;  but,  as 
a  primar}'  consideration  of  this  proposition,  it  may  be  stated  that  the 
Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  questions  of  this  nature  are  not 
wholly  medical  in  character,  but  are  largely  mattera  of  fact.  And 
there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  permitting  facts  to  out- 
weigh theories.  (See  cases  of  Edmund  O.  Beers,  7  P.  D.,  113;  John 
J.  Hill,  7  P.  D.,  585;  Ira  W.  Hayford,  9  P.  D.,  307.) 

The  objective  conditions  described  in  the  said  certificate  were  as 
follows: 

Pulse  rate,  88-96-120;  respiration,  16-18-24;  temperature,  98;  height,  5  feet  63 
inches;  actual  weight,  134  pounds;  age,  56  years.  Hair  and  beard  very  gray,  hair 
scant;  face  careworn  and  haggard;  skin  dry,  wrinkled,  and  icteric;  eyes  sunken; 
form  bent;  muscles  soft;  skin  of  palms  dry  and  wrinkled;  slight  arcus  senilis;  poorly 
nourished.  Gunshot  wound  of  left  arm;  point  of  entrance,  5  inches  below  acromion 
process  on  anterior  surface  of  arm,  and  8  inches  above  exterior  condyle  humerus. 
Scar  three-fourths  by  one-half  inch  diameter,  whitish  color,  slightly  depresse<l,  not 
adherent  or  dragging,  somewhat  painful;  exit  6}  inches  above  exterior  condyle  hu- 
merus, on  outer  and  posterior  surfm^e  of  arm.  Scar  1  inch  by  five-eighths  inch 
diameter,  bluish  white,  slightly  depressed  and  dragging  and  painful;  missile  pasned 
through  biceps  and  triceps  muscles.  Circumference:  Left  arm — ^at  wound  entrance 
9^  inches,  at  exit  9}  inches.  Right  arm,  same  {xiints,  10^  inches.  Left  forearm  3 
inches  below  elbow,  9  inches.  Right  forearm,  same  point,  10  inches;  no  other  dis- 
parity. No  loss  of  tissue  from  wound,  the  disparity  being  result  of  general  atrophy 
of  muscles.  Contractile  power  of  left  hand  impaired  three-fourths.  Motion  not 
limited. 
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Injury  to  left  chest:  Circumference  2  inches  below  nipple— expiration  31,  inspira- 
tion 33}.  Left  side,  expiration  16,  inspiration  16^.  Right  side,  expiration  15, 
inspiration,  17  inches.  At  the  angle  of  sixth  and  seventh  ribs  is  a  bulging  of  left 
side,  result  of  former  fracture  of  said  ribs.  There  is  dullness  on  percussion  over 
lower  lobe  left  lung.  Auscultation  gives  a  weakened  and  jerky  respiratory  murmur 
over  left  lung.  No  r&les,  no  cavities,  or  hepatization.  Over  lower  portion  of  left- 
side are  pleuritic  adhesions,  possibly  traumatic. 

Disease  of  heart:  Apex  beat,  not  evident  by  inspection  or  palpation,  is  located  in 
sixth  space,  just  external  to  mammary  line,  by  auscultation.  Epigastric  pulsation. 
Cardiac  dullness  increased  down  and  to  left,  rhythm  very  irregular.  First  s(»und 
metallic,  second  sound  muffled.  During  systole  there  is  a  muffled  friction  sound, 
evi<lently  i>ericardial;  hypertrophy  of  left  ventricle.  Dyspnoea  is  marked;  cyanosis 
and  OKlema  of  feet. 

Epilepsy:  Claimant  says  he  has  almost  daily  attacks  of  falling  to  the  ground,  and 
has  true  epileptic  seizures  every  week  to  ten  days.  Upon  the  slightest  exertion  the 
face  becomes  cyanosed,  conjunctival  vessels  dilated,  eyes  staring,  breathing  panting 
and  irregular;  pulse  quick  and  irregular,  but  no  stronger;  gait  uneven  and  stum- 
bling; a  general  muscular  tremor.  Tendo-reflex  exaggerated.  No  paralysis;  no 
aphasia,  speech  being  fairly  good.  Mental  condition  somewhat  impaired  as  to 
prompt  response  to  inquiries.  No  tenderness  of  spine  or  head.  Pupils  of  noruial 
size  and  respond  to  light  and  shade  readily.  Hearing  normal.  No  hypenesthesia 
or  ana'sthesia.  Tongue  is  anaemic,  pointed  tip;  does  not  deviate  on  protrusion; 
stomach  tender  and  dilated;  liver  and  spleen  normal;  bowels  not  tender,  but  slightly 
tympanitic.  Arteries  are  slightly  atheromatous.  We  get  no  evidence  of  any  specific 
trouble,  either  by  history  or  examination  of  claimant.  The  attacks  vary  from  a  few 
minutes  to  one-half  hour,  according  to  statement. 

Claimant  undoubtedly  requires  the  aid  of  another  person  whenever  away  from 
home,  as  the  seizures  are  of  daily  occurrence  and  come  on  without  warning.  We  tind 
no  other  disabilities,  no  evidence  of  any  vicious  habits. 

Among  the  affiants  testifying  in  support  of  the  appellant's  claim  for 
increase  is  one  physician,  Dr.  J.  W.  Means,  of  Troy,  Ohio,  who  stated 
in  an  affidavit  tiled  November  26,  1897,  that — 

Joseph  Lewis  needs  constant  attention,  and  it  would  not  be  safe  for  him  to  l)e 
alone  night  or  day  on  account  of  his  heart  disease  and  epilepsy.  His  attacks,  are  fre- 
quent and  severe.  I  have  been  called  frequently  to  attend  him  in  his  attacks,  and 
know  that  they  come  on  him  suddenly  and  at  any  time,  thus  needing  constant 
watching.  It  requires  the  employment  of  some  one  to  take  care  of  him  all  the  time, 
which  service  is  usually  rendered  by  his  wife,  daughter,  and  son-in-law. 

Howard  Shearer  and  Mini  I.,  his  wife — daughter  of  the  appellant — 
testify,  in  a  joint  affidavit  tiled  November  26,  1897,  as  follows: 

We  are  son-in-law  and  daughter,  respectively,  of  claimant,  and  live  in  same  bouse 
with  him.  We  personally  attend  said  claimant  each  and  every  day,  especially  when 
he  goes  away  from  home,  and  dare  not  let  him  get  out  of  our  sight  or  reach  by  rea- 
son of  his  condition  of  disease  and  helplessnes.s  from  disease  of  heart  and  epilepsy 
and  resulting  injuries  rei^eived  as  a  soldier  in  line  of  duty. 

We  personally  know  said  claimant  is  daily  attended  and  assisted  by  his  wife,  also, 
and  tliat  his  condition  is  such  that  he  can  not  Ije  left  alone  safely;  and  he  needs  the 
constant  aid  and  attendance  of  his  wife  or  of  these  affiants  by  reason  of  his  said 
disabilities. 

Rebecca  C.  Lewis,  the  wife  of  the  claimant,  testified  that  for  the  la^^t 
twenty -tive  years  or  more  she  has  been  the  personal  attendant  and 
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assistant  of  the  soldier;  that  each  and  every  year  of  said  time  she  has 
had  to  render  him  almost  constant  aid  and  assistance  by  reason  of 
his  disabilities  resulting  from  his  army  service;  that  during  all  of  said 
time,  as  well  as  at  the  present  time,  he  has  been  and  is  subject  to  epi- 
leptic dts,  and  is  liable  to  fall  in  same  at  any  moment,  and  that  affiant 
is  consequently  obliged  to  be  constantly  near  him,  observing  him 
and  helping  him,  and  that  he  can  not  get  along  without  the  constant 
aid  and  attention  of  herself  or  of  others. 

C.  W.  Penrod,  a  neighbor,  testifies,  in  an  affidavit  filed  December 
27, 1897,  that  he  has  know^n  the  claimant  for  the  past  twenty -seven 
years;  that  he  knows  that  the  statements  made  by  the  wife,  daughter, 
and  son-in-law  of  the  soldier  arc  true;  that  he,  himself,  has  assisted 
in  carrying  the  pensioner  to  bed  at  various  times  when  he  ha^  had 
epileptic  seizures;  that  he  has  had  the  attacks  ever  since  affiant's 
acquaintance  with  him;  that  it  is  not  safe  for  him  to  be  left  by  him- 
self at  any  time;  that  he  needs  the  constant  care  and  attention  of 
another  person;  and  that  these  facts  are  known  to  affiant  by  reason  of 
his  living  as  a  near  neighbor  to  him  and  seeing  him  nearly  every  day. 

Jacob  Meyer,  who  says  that  he  has  known  the  soldier  for  twenty- 
five  years,  and  has  lived  more  or  less  of  that  time  in  the  same  house 
with  him,  testifies  substantiall}^  to  the  same  facts  set  out  in  each  of  the 
affidavits  referred  to  above. 

It  would  seem,  then,  from  the  foregoing,  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  appellant  in  the  premises  does  receive  the  regular  personal  aid  and 
attendance  of  another  person;  but,  in  view  of  all  the  facts  presented 
for  consideration  in  the  case,  it  would  appear  that  much  of  such  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person  as  it  is  declared  the  soldier  actually 
receives  could  be  dispensed  with,  as  it  is  clearly  rendered  more  by 
reason  of  apprehension  that  it  might  be  required  than  on  account  of 
any  real  necessity  therefor.  Yet  this  very  apprehension  or  constant 
fear  and  anxiety  on  the  part  of  the  appellant's  relatives,  who  care  for 
him  in  his  affliction,  is  a  more  or  less  important  factor  to  be  consid- 
ered, as  their  solicitude  for  his  welfare  and  safety  is  largely  due  to  the 
fact  that  it  is  impossible  to  tell  at  what  moment  their  services  may  be 
required,  and  it  is  by  reason  of  such  fact  that  more  time  and  attention 
is  devoted  to  him  than  is,  perhaps,  necessary.  In  this  respect  he  is 
more  of  a  care  and  responsibility  than  one  who  merely  requires  the 
services  of  a  second  person  at  stated  intervals  for  specific  purposes. 
However,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  it  is  reasonably  well 
established  that  no  inconsiderable  part  of  the  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person  received  by  the  appellant — by  reason  of  his  unfortunate 
affliction — is  actually  required  as  well  as  rendered,  and  that  the  amount 
of  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  that  he  does  require  is  such  as 
to  bring  his  case  within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
July  14,  1892. 
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While  it  is  diflScult  to  determine  from  the  facts  presented  and  the 
evidence  adduced  in  the  case  just  how  much  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person  the  appellant  does  or  does  not  require,  there  is,  never- 
theless, no  reasonable  doubt  but  what  he  requires  fully  as  much,  if  not 
far  more,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  than  do  many 
other  pensioners  who  have  been  allowed  the  rate  prescribed  by  the 
said  act  of  July  14,  1892. 

In  the  case  of  John  Johnson  (9  P.  D.,  349)  it  was  held — 

That  inasmuch  as  the  services  of  another  person  are  required  at  least  twice  daily 
in  the  adjustment  of  the  pad  which  the  pensioner  is  compelled  to  wear  over  his  right 
shoulder  for  its  protection,  the  said  services  are  considered  as  such  *' frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person''  as  is  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  July  14,  1892,  and  warrants  the  allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  by  the 
said  a<-t. 

In  the  case  cited  the  pensioner  could  dress  and  undress,  except  in  so 
far  as  adjusting  the  said  pad  was  concerned,  and  he  was  otherwise  in 
good  physical  and  mental  condition  and  earning  a  good  support  as  a 
clerk  in  one  of  the  Executive  Departments.  Although  the  Depart- 
ment decided,  upon  appeal,  that  the  aforesaid  pensioner  was  entitled 
to  the  l)enefits  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  such  con- 
clusion was  not  arrived  at  until  the  papei*s  in  the  case  had  been 
remanded  to  the  Bureau  for  a  personal  opinion  of  the  medical  referee 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  rejection  of  the  appellant's  claim  for  increase 
was,  in  the  light  of  the  contentions  set  up  in  his  appeal  from  such 
adverse  action,  still  believed  to  be  proper.  At  the  same  time,  how- 
ever, it  was  suggested  that  before  submitting  such  opinion  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  last  medical  examination  held  in  the  case  should  be  returned 
to  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  the  examination  was  made  for  a 
further  report  as  to  the  objective  conditions  manifested  thereat.  The 
said  suggestion  was  adopted,  and  upon  the  receipt  of  the  said  certifi- 
cate as  amended  the  medical  referee  expressed  the  opinion  that — 

The  degree  of  disability  shown  in  this  case  is  greater  than  that  resulting  from  the 
**i^pecific  disability"  loss  of  arm  at  shoulder  joint,  and  frequent  and  periodical  per- 
sonal aid  made  necessary  in  the  adjustment  of  the  pad  is  Ijelieved  to  come  within  the 
provinions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  14,  1892,  creating  the  intermediate 
grade  of  $50  per  month,  and  this  pensioner  should  be  so  rated  from  the  date  of  the 
medical  examination  made  Noveml)er  15,  1897. 

The  foregoing  conclusions  of  the  medical  referee  were  arrived  at 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  said  amended  certificate  contained  the 
following  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  examining  surgeons: 

"We  think  he  requires  the  iise  of  a  pad,  based  upon  the  (subjective)  tendemer^ 
over  wounded  area.  He  reciuires  aid  and  attendance  to  properly  adjust  |>ad  as  worn 
by  claimant,  but  we  l^elieve  a  protective  pad  could  Ihj  worn,  said  pad  forming  a  jxir- 
tion  of  shoulder  to  coat  on  \vounde<^l  side,  thereby  offering  protection  and  doing  away 
with  the  necessitv  of  aid. 
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In  commenting  upon  this  feature  of  the  case,  however,  the  Depart- 
ment held  that — 

The  question  raised  by  the  board  of  surgeons  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  aid  and 
attendance  of  another  person  being  avoided  by  the  claimant  having  the  protective 
pad  which  he  is  compelled  to  wear  form  a  portion  of  the  shoulder  of  his  coat  on  the 
wounded  side  is  a  contingency  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  considered  by 
the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  to  the  benefits  of  which  the  claimant  appears  to  be  entitled 
by  reason  of  the  said  aid  and  attendance;  nor  is  there  any  other  law  by  which  he 
could  be  compelled  to  use  any  other  method  for  the  protection  of  his  shoulder  than 
that  which  he  himself  elects. 

And  in  the  case  of  Ira  W.  Hay  ford  (9  P.  D.,  307)  the  Department 
held— 

When  it  is  established  beyond  any  reasonable  doubt  that,  on  account  of  pensioned- 
cause  or  causes,  or  any  pathological  sequehe  thereof,  the  pensioner  is  not  only 
''totally  inca^iacitated  for  performing  manual  labor,"  but  can  neither  dress  nor 
undress  himself  without  the  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  as  is  shown  by 
the  evidence  and  certificate  of  medical  examination  in  this  case,  the  Department  will 
construe  the  said  aid  and  attendance  as  such  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act  of  July  14, 1892,  and 
ss  warranting  the  allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  in  the  said  act. 

As  will  be  noted,  in  each  of  the  cases  above  cited  the  services  of 
another  person  were  required  but  twice  daily  in  assisting  the  pensioner 
to  dress  and  undress,  and  yet  it  was  held  in  each  case  that  the  allow- 
ance of  the  $50  rate  was  warranted  by  the  facts  presented. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  character  of  the  services  rendered  the  pen- 
sioner differ,  necessarily,  from  those  accorded  in  the  cases  cited;  but 
it  is  the  necessity  and  frequency,  not  the  character,  of  such  servicer 
that  determines  the  question  at  issue  in  the  premises.  In  the  cases 
cited  the  aid  of  a  second  person  is  required  at  stated  and  regular  inter- 
vals, presumabl}'  but  twice  daily,  morning  and  evening,  while  in  the 
case  under  consideration  the  frequency  of  the  necessit}'  for  such  aid 
and  attendance  is  limited  only  by  the  conditions  which  arise  from  day 
to  day.  The  board  of  surgeons  by  which  the  appellant  was  last  exam- 
ined stated  that  his  epileptic  "seizures  are  of  daily  occurrence  and 
romQ  on  without  warning."  It  is  not  shown  by  the  evidence  that  con- 
vulsions attend  all  of  these  seizures,  but  it  is  shown  that  thev  are 
suflBciently  frequent  and  are  severe  enough  to  render  the  services  of 
another  person  necessary  a  large  part  of  the  time.  It  is  true,  per- 
haps, that  he  is  given  much  more  attention  than  he  actually  requires, ' 
if  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  to  be  relied  upon,  as  it  is  stated  therein 
that  he  is  watched  and  cared  for  constantly  as  though  he  were  an 
infant;  but,  as  hereinbefore  announced,  the  amount  of  aid  and  attend- 
ance he  actually  requires,  as  well  as  has,  is  sufficient  to  bring  his  case 
within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892. 

In  the  case  of  Ellie  Morris,  widow  (9  P.  1).,  353),  it  was  held  that — 

A  child  who  is  an  incurable  epileptic,  having  a  falling  fit  onoe  a  w€»ek  on  an 
average,  and  ner\'ou»  attacks  much  oftener,  who  Ih  vigorous  in  Ixnly,  l)ut  dull  men- 


480  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 

tally,  who  is  able  to  attend  to  his  personal  wants,  except  when  suffering  from  an 
epileptic  seizure,  and  can  perform  some  remunerative  labor,  but  not  nearly  eoffioient 
to  afford  him  a  support,  is  '* permanently  helpless"  in  the  contemplation  of  the  law, 
and  the  pension  on  his  account  should  be  continued. 

The  appellant  in  the  case  under  conaidemtion  in  in  a  much  worse 
condition  than  is  the  minor  in  the  case  cited,  who  wa«  reported  to  be 
^'  vigorous  in  bod}'^  and  able  to  perfonn  some  remunerative  labor/- 
though  he  is  held  to  be  "  permanently  helpless  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  law,"  as  this  appellant  is  wholly  incapacitated  for  the  performance 
of  any  manual  labor  whatever,  is  poorly  nourished,  has  a  severe  gun- 
shot wound  of  left  arm  and  injury  of  chest — with  fracture  of  two  ribs; 
and  is  suffering  from  a  serious  organic  disease  of  heart — with  well- 
marked  dyspnoea  and  cyanosis,  and  oedema  of  feet. 

In  addition  to  the  essential  features  of  the  case  herein  set  out,  there 
is  one  circumstance  which  appeals  strongly'  in  the  appellants  behalf. 
In  an  affidavit  executed  June  12,  1900,  it  is  stated  by  two  of  his  neigh- 
bors that  his  wife — upon  whose  kindly  care  and  attention  he  had 
relied  for  so  many  3'ears,  according  to  the  testimony  in  the  c«use — had 
been  stricken  with  paralysis  and  was  no  longer  able  to  render  the  serv- 
ice upon  which  he  had  so  long  depended;  that  he  was  dependent  upon 
neighbors  and  friends  for  the  care,  watchfulness,  and  attention  of 
another  j)erson;  that  he  has  no  means  of  support  other  than  his  pen- 
sion; that  no  one  is  legally  bound  for  his  support,  and  that  he  is  in 
financial  and  bodily  distress. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  the  action  appealed  from  is  reversed, 
and  the  Bureau  will  proceed  to  readjudicate  the  aforesaid  claim  for 
increase  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  set  forth.  And,  inas- 
much as  the  claim  has  been  made  special,  the  action  indicated  will  be 
taken  at  as  early  a  date  as  practicable. 


DKATII  CAUSE— PATHOLOGICAL.  SEQUBNCK— CATARRH. 

Florence  E.  Foster  (widow). 

Soldier's  death  from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  naao- 
pharyngeal  catarrh,  on  account  of  which  he  was  pensioned  at  $2  per  month,  and 
it  not  appearing  that  catarrh  was  otherwise  a  factor  in  the  death  cause,  nor  that 
said  cause  was  the  result  of  his  army  service,  the  rejection  of  the  claim  on  that 
ground  was  proper. 

As,Hii<tant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Comin'iMioner  of  Peiv^iowfi^ 

July  SI,  1901. 

Florence  E.  Foster,  widow  of  David  M.  Foster,  a  sergeant  in  Com- 
pany I,  Ninth  United  States  Infantry,  and  private,  ordnance  detach- 
ment, St.  Louis  Arsenal,  Mo.,  filed  August  2,  1890,  a  declaration  for 
widow's  pension,  alleging  that  her  husband  '"  died  from  disease  con- 
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tracted  during  his  term  of  service,  at  Washington,  D.  C,  the  26th 
day  of  Julv,  1899.-'     Claim  is  numbered  703000. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  the  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of 
malarial  poisoning,  injury  to  right  ankle,  and  naso-pharyngeal  catarrh. 

The  widow's  chiim  was  rejected  March  19,  1901,  in  conformity  with 
the  following  indorsement  on  the  face  brief  by  a  legal  reviewer: 

Approved  for  rejection.  The  cause  of  death,  disease  of  lungs,  was  not  (iue  to  the 
pensioned  diaabilitien  (malarial  iwis^^ning,  injury  to  right  ankle,  and  naso-pharyngeal 
catarrh),  nor  is  it  i<hown  on  special  examination  to  have  been  otherwise  due  to 
service.     See  action  of  medical  referee  on  former  brief. 

The  medical  action  referred  to  shows  the  claim  approved  for  rejec- 
tion on  the  ground  the  soldier's  death  resulted  from  disease  of  lungs 
not  due  to  causes  for  which  he  had  been  pensioned. 

The  recognized  attorney  in  the  case  entered  an  appeal  April  17, 
1901,  from  this  action,  contending  that  the  soldier  was  a  i)ensioner  on 
account  of  nasal  catarrh;  that  said  disease  in  its  progress  involved  the 
bronchial  tubes  and  ultimately  the  lungs,  and  resulted  in  death  of  the 
soldier.  It  is  further  contended  that  the  adverse  action  was  taken 
without  proper  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the  soldier's  illness 
as  to  its  inception,  progress,  and  final  termination;  that  it  is  an  estab- 
lished fact  in  medical  science  that  disease  of  lungs  results  from  nasal 
cataiTh. 

The  issue  then  is  whether  or  not  the  fatal  disetise  of  the  hmgs  was 
a  result  of  nasal  catarrh. 

The  soldier  was  allowed  a  mte  of  ^2  per  month  on  account  of  dis- 
ability resulting  from  na.so-pharyngeal  catarrh  by  medical  action  of 
April  5,  1895,  under  a  declaration  filed  January  4, 1893.  This  nominal 
rate  appears  to  have  been  based  upon  the  statement  made  by  the  board 
of  surgeons  which  examined  him  July  6,  1894,  under  the  claim  that 
there  existed  *"  well-marked  post-nasal  and  pharyngeal  catarrh. ''  There 
was  no  description  of  the  condition.  It  is  nott^d  that  when  he  was 
previously  examined,  June  2,  1892,  he  stated  to  the  board  that  he  had 
"catarrh  at  times,''  l)ut  no  evidences  of  said  disease  were  present  at 
the  time  of  this  examination.  During  the  jxiriod  the  soldier's  name 
was  upon  the  pension  rolls  he  was  an  employee  of  depot  (juarter- 
master's  office,  Washington,  1).  C,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  was 
superintendent  of  quartermaster's  stiibles. 

Previous  to  the  action  rejecting  the  widow's  claim  a  special  exami- 
nation was  made  and  the  testimony  was  tiiken  of  three  physicians  who 
were  more  or  less  accjuainted  with  his  physical  condition. 

Dr.  Elmer  Sothoron  testified  that  he  commenced  treating  the  soldier 
ir\  July,  1895,  and  continued  to  treat  him  off  and  on  until  Dr.  Carter 
commenced  treating  him.  In  July,  1895,  he  treated  him  for  catiirrh 
of  the  stomach,  one  of  the  worst  cases  he  ever  saw.  He  alwavs  had 
pain  in  stomach  and  abdomen  and  hardly  passed  a  day  that  he  did  not 
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vomit  mucus.  It  was  usual  for  him  to  work  with  a  temperature  of 
100°  to  101^.  He  saw  him  twice  after  Dr.  Carter  commenred  treating 
him  and  still  thought  the  disease  was  the  same.  His  opinion  was  that 
the  original  trouble  was  gastric  catarrh.  He  examined  his  sputa  many 
times,  but  did  not  make  a  microscopical  examination.  He  made  a 
physical  examination  about  1897  and  found  no  cavities  in  lungs  and 
no  evidences  of  tuberculosis.  He  at  no  time  thought  he  had  tubercu- 
losis. The  mucus  vomited  was  slimy;  his  tongue  was  heavily  coated 
and  the  edges  red,  the  chamcteristic  tongue  of  gastric  catarrh.  There 
were  times  when  he  could  not  keep  anything  on  his  stomach.  He 
noticed  this  at  one  time  when  he  called  after  Dr.  Carter  comment^ed 
treating  him. 

Dr.  Francis  S.  Nash  testified  that  he  took  charge  of  the  army  dis- 
pensary in  June,  1898,  and  was  in  charge  until  December.  1898.  Not 
long  after  he  took  charge  the  soldier  came  for  treatment.  He  examined 
him  and  was  satisfied  he  had  pulmonary  tuberculosis.  In  June,  1898, 
the  soldier  had  cavities  in  his  lungs  and  was  considerably  weakened. 
Catarrh  existed  in  1898,  but  the  witness  did  not  know  how  long  it  had 
existed.  He  saw  the  soldier  occasionally  after  June,  1898.  He  got 
graduallj'^  worse  and  the  disease  progressed  until  he  died.  He  saw 
him  within  a  week  or  ten  days  before  he  died.  There  was  no  question 
as  to  anv  other  disease  but  tuberculosis.  ''The  catarrh  was  not  a 
factor  in  death  cause." 

Dr.  ¥j.  C.  Carter,  surgeon.  United  States  Army,  testified  before  the 
examiner  that  he  came  here  (army  dispensary)  in  December,  1898,  and 
saw  the  soldier  soon  afterwards,  first  at  the  dispensary  and  later  at  his 
house,  and  treated  him  until  he  died.  His  first  diagnosis  was  naso- 
pharyngeal catarrh  and  tubenuilosis.  The  exact  cause  of  death  was 
exhaustion  from  tuberculosis  of  lungs.  At  some  time  during  his  treat- 
ment he  examined  his  lungs  and  found  cavities  therein.  In  his  ''opin- 
ion catiirrh  was  the  original  disease,  and  that  tuberculosis  existed 
because  of  the  catarrh."  While  under  his  care  the  effects  of  pulmo- 
nary tuberculosis  obscured  the  effects  of  catarrh,  so  he  can  not  say 
how  much  of  a  factor,  if  any,  the  catarrh  was  in  causing  death.  He 
is  una])le  to  state  whether  Foster  would  have  died  from  tuberculosis  if 
catarrh  had  not  existed. 

This  physician  .signed  the  return  of  death  made  to  the  health  office. 
This  certificate  shows  cause  of  death,  '*  tuberculosis — t^atarrh."  Dura- 
tion of  last  sickness,  '"six  weeks." 

The  history  of  the  case  as  revealed  by  the  medical  evidence,  includ- 
ing certificates  of  medical  examination,  shows  that  the  catarrh  of  nose 
and  throat  was  of  minor  importance. 

Dr.  Nash  expressed  the  opinion  that  said  disease  was  not  a  factor  in 
death  cause. 

Dr.  Carter  could  not  express  an  opinion  as  to  how  much  of  a  factor, 
**  if  an}',"  the  diseajiC  was  in  causing  death,  and  he  was  unable  to  state 
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whether  the  soldier  would  have  died  of  tuberculosis  of  the  lungs  had 
not  catarrh  existed. 

Bartholow,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  Medicine,  says  of 
catarrh: 

Although  there  is  no  danger  to  life,  the  disease  in  its  chronic  form  is  difficult  to 
cure.  The  popular  notion  that  extension  to  the  lungs  takes  place  is  entirely 
unfounded.  In  the  phthisical,  the  existence  of  nasal  catarrh  and  pulmonar>'  lesions, 
which  is  very  common,  is  often  supposed  to  mean  the  dependence  of  the  latter  on 
the  former. 

Hence,  it  would  appear  that  Dr.  Carter's  theory  that  •  *  catarrh  was 
the  original  disease  and  that  tuberculosis  existed  because  of  the 
catarrh"  is  not  in  accord  with  the  observed  facts  in  these  diseases. 
That  pulmonary  tuberculosis  is  a  fatal  disease  and  catarrh  of  nose  and 
throat  never  kills  are  ordinary  observations  of  physicians  and  laymen. 

The  soldier  was  discharged  from  the  militarv  service  August  24, 
1878,  at  his  own  request,  by  way  of  favor,  and  in  1893  filed  his  claim 
on  account  of  catarrh  originating  in  the  service,  and  in  1895  the  con- 
dition was  such  as  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  a  rate  of  onh'  $2  per 
month^  and  this  nominal  rate  appears  to  have  been  made  in  an  absence 
of  description  of  the  condition. 

It  is  concluded  from  all  the  facts  presented  that  the  soldier's  death 
from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  was  not  due  to  naso-phar3'ngeal  catarrh, 
as  contended,  or  otherwise  shown  to  be  the  result  of  his  military 
service. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


EVIDENCE— RECOlin— STATEMENTS  BY  CLAIMANT. 

Ransom  J.  Chask. 

The  evidence  to  overcome  a  positive  a(ivers?e  reconi,  made  from  statement*  of  a 
claimant,  should  be  clear  and  convincing. 

Assistant  Sect'eUiry  F,  Z.   Caiaphell  to  th^  Couvinissiinier  of  PensUms^ 

July  31,  1901, 

Ransom  J.  Chase,  formerly  sergeant,  Company  C,  Eighteenth  Wis- 
consin Volunteer  Infantiy,  who  is  drawing  $6  per  month  under  the 
general  law,  and  was  so  pensioned  as  a  sergeant,  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
Department  Januar}^  81,  1899,  from  the  refusal  of  the  honora))le 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  grant  him  a  i"ating  under  said  law  as  a 
second  lieutenant,  it  being  alleged  that  he  contraeted  chronic;  diarrhea 
while  he  held  a  commission  as  such  officer. 

In  his  appeal  the  claimant  makes  the  following  contentions: 

1.  I  stand  mustered  as  second  lieutenant  as  of  Septemlx»r  10,  1862,  having  In^en 
promoted  from  first  sergeant  of  my  company. 
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2.  My  resignation  was  dated  January  19, 1863,  based  upon  a  certificate  of  difiabilitY 
of  the  same  date  made  by  Dr.  Buck,  surgeon  at  that  time  in  charge  of  the  regiment, 

3.  The  j)ension  certificate  issued  to  me  pensions  me  under  the  rank  of  sergeant 
instead  of  second  lieutenant. 

4.  In  explanation  of  the  certificate  so  issued  the  Pension  Bureau  calle<l  attention 
to  the  certificate  of  disability  made  by  Dr.  Buck,  dated  January  19,  1863,  in  which 
he  refers  to  my  disability  as  having  existed  for  **five"  months.  "Five**  months 
prior  to  January  19,  1863,  would  \ye  August  19,  1862. 

5.  The  i)eriod  thus  fixed  in  Dr.  Buck's  certificate  took  me  by  surprise,  as  I  had 
performed  the  most  arduous  duty  during  the  entire  fall  of  1862,  having  taken  part 
in  the  luka  cam])aign  in  September,  and  having  taken  part  in  the  battle  of  Corinth 
and  the  pursuit  of  the  enemy  following  that  battle  in  October,  1862,  and  having  after 
that  jx^rformed  duty  to  the  very  last  days  of  October,  and  being  left,  behind  on 
Noveml)er  2,  1862,  which  time  the  regiment  moved.  The  nature  of  my  military 
services  was  such  during  that  i>eriod  that  I  was  able  to  establish  the  same  by  the 
affidavits  of  Capt.  R.  8.  McMichael  and  Comrade  H.  L.  Baker,  and  I  was  not  c<mi- 
pelled  to  fortify  the  same  by  my  own  affidavit.  Besides  the  affidavits  of  the  two 
comrades  mentione^i,  T  filed  an  affidavit  from  Dr.  Buck  himself,  who  states  that  he 
had  read  Captain  McMichaeVs  affidavit  an<i  that  the  statements  therein  contained 
were  true,  and  that  he  has  no  remembrance  of  treating  me  for  any  trouble  until  some 
time  after  the  return  of  the  pursuit  of  the  enemy  following  the  battle  of  Corinth. 
The  time  of  such  return  is,  I  l)elieve,  established  by  the  affidavits  as  October  12,  1862. 

6.  Notwithstanding  the  convincing  character  of  the  three  affidavits  referre<l  to,  the 
Pension  Commissioner  declined  to  consider  them  because  such  proof  would  show  a 
different  state  of  things  than  that  stated  in  the  certificate  of  Dr.  Buck,  now  on  file  in 
the  War  Department.  In  other  words,  no  matter  how  erroneous  and  no  matter  how 
much  proof  might  be  produced  showing  my  arduous  military  services  after  August 
19,  1862,  it  avails  nothing  whatever  as  against  the  mistake  of  somelx>dy,  who,  in 
writing  the  certificate  of  disability  signed  by  the  surgeon,  erroneously  inserted  the 
wonl  "five."  I  inclose  and  attach  a  communication  from  the  Commissioner  of 
PensiouH. 

7.  Since  then,  at  your  request  at  the  War  Department  that  my  reconl  be  in  .*aonie 
way  corrected,  in  view  of  the  proof  filed  in  the  Pension  Office,  you  are  informed,  ami 
I  am  informed  through  you,  there  is  no  authority  of  law  for  the  War  Department  to 
make  any  change,  an  it  is  simply  the  custodian  of  the  reconls  in  its  offiiv  and  has  no 
lawful  authority  to  change  them.  We  are  referred  back  to  the  Pen.sion  Bureau  as 
the  proi)er  tribunal  to  decide  upon  the  weight  of  evidence  upon  the  question  involve^!. 

8.  Presenting  again  the  matter  to  the  Pension  Bureau,  you  are  informed  that  its 
previous  action  is  final. 

9.  I  make  the  point  that  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  in  error  in 
treating  a^  absolutely  conclusive  the  statement  in  the  certificate  of  disability,  wherein 
the  word  "five"  was  used,  and  that  such  a  paper  is  not  and  should  not  he  treate^l 
as  al)solutely  conclusive.  It  is  not  an  adjudication  made  by  any  court  m  a  ca-e 
there  pending.  I  insist  that  in  this  matter  the  applicant  may  establish  the  facts  by 
any  competent  evidence,  which  includes  the  affidavits  of  himself  and  his  comrade^, 
and  if  such  evidence  conflicts  with  the  statement  in  the  certificate  of  disabilitv  it  is 
a  case  where  evidence  should  Ik?  weighe<l  an<l  the  matter  decided  in  acTt)rdantv  with 
the  weight  of  evidence.  It  is  not  a  case  where  the  most  conclusive  evidence  is  to  1^ 
thrown  aside.  I  venture  to  state  that  no  one  can  read  the  affidavits  of  Capt.  R.  8. 
McMichat^l,  of  H.  L.  Baker,  and  Dr.  Buck  himself  without  concluding  that  the 
decision  of  the  honorable  Coimnissioner  works  an  injustice  in  my  case.  In  other 
words,  it  is  clearlv  esta))lishe<l  that  the  word  "five"  is  erroneous. 

10.  I  respectfully  ask  that  tlie  proof  referred  to  herein,  together  with  the  com- 
munication from  the  Connnissioner  of  Pensions  of  December  8,  1898,  and  the  letter 
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from  the  War  Department  dated  January  17,  1899,  may  V>e  considered  V^y  the  honor- 
able Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  that  he  take  proper  action  therein,  and  that  the 
detiision  of  the  honorable  Commisgiioner  of  Pensions  In?  reversed,  and  that  a  certificate 
be  ordered  issued  to  me  under  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant. 

The  letter  of  the  honorable  Commissioner,  above  referred  to,  is  as 
follows: 

You  are  advised  that  your  request,  filed  March  24,  1898,  for  a  rehearing  of  the  case 
relating  to  the  question  of  the  rank  held  by  you  at  the  time  your  jiensioneii  dis- 
abilities were  contracted,  tojjether  with  the  testimony  of  Henry  L.  Baker,  R.  S. 
McMichael,  and  Dr.  Erastus  J.  Buck  bearing  ujwn  the  question,  has  been  carefully 
considered,  but  that  it  does  not  warrant  a  change  of  the  action  of  this  Bureau  in 
placing  your  name  on  the  pension  roll  as  a  sergeant,  for  the  following  reasons:  It  can 
not  be  accepted  to  controvert  the  records  of  the  War  Department,  which  show  that 
you  were  miL»stered  as  a  second  lieutenant  September  10,  18(52,  the  date  of  the  occur- 
rence of  a  vacancy  in  that  rank,  and  the  certificate  of  disability  on  which  your  resig- 
nation was  accepted,  dated  Jamiary  19,  18(>3,  stated  that  you  suffered  with  the 
chronic  diarrhea  and  general  debility  for  five  months,  thus  bringing  the  date  of 
incurrence  prior  to  Septeml)er  10,  1862,  and  while  you  were  an*  enlisted  man.  No 
action  is  now  pending  in  the  ca**e. 

Through  a  member  of  Congress  the  claimant  herein  applied  to  the 
War  Department  to  have  the  discharge  certificate  corrected,  and  fol- 
lowing is  the  reply  of  that  Department: 

Referring  to  your  letter  of  the  12th  instant,  received  on  the  13th,  relative  to  the 
case  of  Second  Lieut.  R.  J.  Cha.se,  Company  C,  Eighteenth  Wisconsin  Infantry  Vol- 
unteers, in  which  you  request  that  the  case  of  this  soldier  be  considered  in  connec- 
tion with  the  evidence  on  file  in  the  Pension  Oflice,  with  a  view,  it  is  presumed,  to 
the  amendment  of  his  record  to  show  that  the  disability  for  which  he  was  discharged 
was  contracted  after  he  assumed  the  duties  of  second  lieutenant,  the  Pen.sion  Oftice 
having  decided  that,  inasmuch  as  the  report  from  this  office  showed  that  his  disa- 
bility existed  five  months  prior  to  his  discharge,  he  should  Ije  allowed  a  i>ension 
only  as  of  the  grade  of  sergeant,  I  have  the  honor  to  advise  you  as  follows: 

The  records  show  that  Ransom  J.  Chase  was  enrolled  December  18,  1861,  and  was 
mustered  into  service  January  20,  1862,  as  a  corporal  in  Company  C,  Eighteenth 
Wisconsin  Infantry,  to  serve  .three  years;  that  he  was  promoted  fourth  sergeant, 
April  8,  1862;  first  sergeant,  Jmie  16,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as  second  lieutenant, 
same  company,  to  date  September  10,  1862;  and  that  he  was  discharged  the  ser%'ice, 
as  second  lieutenant,  in  special  orders.  Department  of  the  Tennessee,  dated  January 
23,  1863,  on  tender  of  resignation,  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  the  surgeon  of  the 
regiment,  dated  January  19,  1863,  showing  that  Lieutenant  Cha.se  "had  suffered 
from  chronic  <liarrhea  and  general  debility  for  five  months." 

This  record  is  clear  and  positive,  is  not  in  itself  contradictory,  is  not  contradicted 
by  any  of  the  official  records,  and  was  certified  to  as  correct  by  the  officer  authorized 
to  make  it,  who  is  himself  shown  bv  the  reconls  to  have  been  continuouslv  on  dutv 
with  the  regiment  for  nearly  a  year  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  certificate,  and  this 
Department,  therefore,  which  is  simply  the  custodian  of  the  records  in  its  ]K>s.ses- 
sion,  has  no  lawful  authority  to  change  them,  in  such  a  ca.«e  as  this,  in  any  way  so 
as  to  make  them  show  anything  other  than  what  they  now  show  in  regard  to  the 
disability  for  which  this  officer  was  discharged.  Such  authority  could  only  Ikj  con- 
ferred upon  this  Dejiartment  through  additional  legislation  by  Congress. 

Ad  examination  of  the  papers  on  file  in  the  Pension  Office  in  this  officer's  claim 
for  pension  shows  that  the  evidence  relied  upon  to  overturn  the  record  of  the  dura- 
tion of  the  disability  for  which  this  officer  was  discharged  is  simply  the  testimony  of 
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Lieutenant  Chase  and  comrades,  including  the  sui^geon  of  the  regiment  himself,  to 
the  effect  that  he  (Chase)  did  not  actually  contract  his  disability  for  which  he  was 
discharge<i  until  after  his  assumption  of  his  duties  as  second  lieutenant,  and  that  the 
certificate  of  the  surgeon  that  it  was  contracted  five  months  prior  to  January  19, 
1863,  is  therefore  erroneous.  Neither  this  testimony,  however,  nor  any  testimony, 
can  warrant  this  Department  in  changing  a  clear  and  ixMsitive  record. 

The  quei«tion  as  to  what  weight  shall  be  given  this  testimony  in  the  consideration 
of  this  officer's  claim  for  pension,  and  whether  or  not  it  is  sufficient  to  outweigh  the 
record  evidence  of  this  Department  in  the  case  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  ension  as 
of  the  grade  of  second  lieutenant  instead  of  that  of  sergeant,  is  one  not  for  this 
Department,  but  for  the  Pension  Office,  to  decide. 

This  appeal  raised  the  question  whether  the  disability  for  which 
the  claimant  is  seeking  pension  wsis  contiticted  while  he  was  a  second 
lieutenant. 

Section  4696,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  provides: 

Every  commissioned  officer  of  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Cori)8  shall  rtveive 
such  and  only  such  pension  as  is  provided  in  the  preceding  section  for  the  rank  he 
held  at  the  time  he  receive<l  the  mjury  or  contracted  the  disease  which  resulted  in 
the  disability  on  account  of  which  he  may  be  entitled  to  pension.     *    *    * 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  to  entitle  an  officer  to  pension  as  of  a  cer- 
tain rank  the  law  provides  that  he  must  have  "'  contiucted  the  disea.se 
which  resulted  in  the  disabilitv''  while  he  held  such  rank.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  when  the  disability  resulted,  but  when  the  disea.se  was 
contracted. 

On  the  question  of  the  date  at  which  the  ulcerated  stoinath  and 
chronic  diarrhea  for  which  the  claimant  seeks  pension  was  contracted 
the  record  contains  a  copy  of  a  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge, 
which  is  as  follows: 

Lieut.  Ransom  J.  Chase,  of  the  Eighteenth  Rejrimeut  Wisconsin  Infantry,  haWng 
applied  to  me  for  a  certificate  on  which  to  ground  a  resignation,  I  do  hereby  ct»rtify 
that  I  have  carefully  examined  this  officer  and  find  that  he  is  now  suffering  fnmi 
pyrosis,  and  that  he  has  frequent  attacks  of  diarrhea,  and,  further,  that  he  has 
suffered  froiu  chronic  diarrhea  and  general  debility  for  five  months,  and  in  conse- 
quence thereof  he  is,  in  my  opinion,  u.seless  to  the  service. 

The  above  certificate  was  dated  January  19,  1863.  It  will  thus  be 
seen  from  the  quoted  certificate  that  the  claimant  first  contracted 
chronic  diarrhea  on  or  before  August  11),  1863,  about  a  month  before 
he  was  mustered  in  as  a  second  lieutenant. 

An  examination  of  the  above  certificate  discloses  that  the  most  of  it 
was  based  on  statements  made  to  the  surgeon  by  the  claimant.  All 
the  ailment  that  was  disclosed  by  the  examination  was  '* pyrosis.'"  The 
examination  could  not  disclose  that  he  had  ''frequent  attacks  of 
diarrhea"  or  that  he  had  '"suffered  from  chronic  diarrhea  and  gen- 
eral debility  for  five  months."  It  is  manifest  that  the  claimant  gave 
the  surgeon  this  information. 

In  a  very  few  cases  the  doctrine  of  strict  estoppel  is  applied  in  pen- 
sion cases,  such  as  proof  of  divorce  estopping  a  party  from  denying 
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a  marriage,  and  in  canes  like  the  one  under  consideration  a  principle 
analagous  to  estoppel  may  well  be  applied. 

In  the  case  of  John  H.  Ruhl  (8  P.  D.,  351),  the  Department  said: 

When  a  soldier  has  procured  his  discharge  by  reason  of  his  own  false  statements, 
which  statements  are  recite<l  in  his  certificate  of  discharge,  he  will  not  be  allowed  in 
a  pension  claim  to  deny  the  truth  of  these  statements,  but  he  may  attack  the  fact  that 
he  made  such  statements,  since  fraud  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  those  who  made  the 
record  are  always  open  to  proof. 

In  the  case  of  Charles  G.  Lewis  (4  P.  D.,  328)  the  Department  held: 

When  an  officer  applies  for  and  receives  a  certificate  of  disability  to  accompany  his 
resignation,  his  action  in  the  premises  raises  the  presumption  that  the  facta  stated 
in  said  certificate  are  admitted  by  him  to  be  correct,  and  he  is  estopped,  after  a  lapse 
of  many  years,  from  denying  their  correctness,  except  upon  testimony  of  the  most 
positive  and  conclusive  character. 

It  was  said  further  in  the  same  opinion: 

It  is  clearly  apparent  that  the  adverse  recitals  in  a  certificate  of  disability,  where 
8uch  certificate  is  made  the  ground  of  a  tender  of  resignation  by  an  officer,  are 
entitled  to  far  greater  weight  as  against  said  officer,  upon  the  principle  relating  to 
estoppel,  than  a  certificate  which  is  not  so  used  as  a  basis  for  resignation.  In  the 
claim  now  under  consideration  it  will  not  admit  of  doubt  that  the  claimant  knew 
the  contents  of  the  certificate  which  was  made  by  his  fellow-officer,  the  surgeon  of 
his  regiment,  and,  by  basing  his  resignation  thereon,  he  acquiesced  in  and  adopted 
the  statements  contained  in  said  certificate  and  made  them  his  own.  Ordinarily, 
such  a  certificate  can  be  overcome  only  by  convincing  testimony  tending  to  impeach 
the  certificate  for  fraud  or  other  sufficient  reason,  and  thus  removing  the  ground  of 
estoppel. 

The  contemporaneous  statements  of  the  claimant,  made  of  record, 
for  purposes  of  which  he  took  advantage,  are  under  all  rules  of  evi- 
dence to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  him. 

The  claimant  in  his  appeal  avers  that  he  was  taken  by  surprise  at 
the  statement  in  the  discharge  certificate  that  he  had  suffered  from 
chronic  diarrhea  for  five  months  prior  to  January  19,  1863.  There  is 
no  evidence  in  the  record  which  establishes  that  such  statement  in  the 
certificate  was  not  made  by  the  claimant,  and  thus  no  ground  for  the 
surprise  as  averred  appears.  Dr.  Buck,  who  made  the  certificate,  filed 
an  affidavit  in  December,  1898,  in  which  he  says  he  can  not  account 
for  that  statement  being  in  there. 

The  undisputed  evidence  is  that  the  claimant  continued  to  do  duty 
as  second  lieutenant  from  the  date  of  his  muster  in  as  such  officer 
until  about  November  2,  1862.  At  that  time  the  claimant  asserted 
he  contracted  ulceration  of  the  stomach  and  chronic  diarrhea.  The 
medical  records  of  the  War  Dei>artment  show  that  he  was  treated 
in  hospital  from  November  7  to  10,  1862,  for  ''  remittent  fever," 
and  from  February  7  to  11,  1863,  ''diarrhea." 

The  claimant  resigned  from  the  service  Febniary  11,  1863.  It  will 
be  noted  that  the  allegation  of  the  claimant  that  he  contracted  chronic 
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diarrhea  and  ulceration  of  the  stomach  in  November,  1862,  is  met  hr 
a  positively  adverse  record. 

The  evidence  of  the  captain  of  claimant's  company  and  his  comi'ades 
that  he  performed  the  duties  of  second  lieutenant  up  to  November, 
1862,  is  by  no  means  conclasiv^e  evidence  that  he  did  not  contract 
chronic  diarrhea  in  the  month  of  August  before. 

We  have  his  positive  statement  to  the  surgeon  that  he  did  contract 
diarrhea  five  months  before  he  prepared  to  resign.  The  claimant 
can  hardly  be  heard,  now  that  over  a  third  of  a  centur^^  has  elapsed, 
in  contradiction  of  his  own  recorded  statements.  Evidence  as  to  his 
performing  his  dut}'  as  an  officer  does  not  go  to  the  point  in  issue. 

There  has  been  no  impeachment  of  the  record  here,  either  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  or  mistake.  It  tells  the  same  story  it  told  when  the 
officer  secured  his  release  from  further  service  on  account  of  it,  and 
stands  as  a  true,  recital  of  the  facts  it  contains.  If  it  stands  at  all  it  is 
conclusive  of  the  facts  it  recites.  When  it  falls  it  does  so  through  a 
direct  attack  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake.  An}^  other  rule 
would  subject  records  solemnly  made  to  the  caprice  and  treacheries  of 
memory.  It  is  not  safe  to  invade  those  rules  which  have  been  thrown 
about  duly  certified  records  of  any  character,  and  much  less  a  record 
which  was  made  at  the  suggestion  of  a  person  for  one  purpose  and 
acted  upon  by  him,  when  long  afterwards  the  same  person  seeks  to 
give  it  another  meaning  for  an  altogether  different  purpos-e. 

It  is  concluded  there  was  no  error  in  the  Bureau  action  and  the 
same  is  herebv  affiraied. 


marriage— acrr  of  .txtne  27,  isso-iiivorce. 
Drucilla  Walker  (widow). 

Claimant's  marriage  to  the  poldier  in  1878,  he  having  at  the  time  a  former  wife  living 
who  was  not  divorced  from  him  until  1896,  was  null  and  void,  and  as  claimant 
was  not  and  could  not  have  been  legally  married  to  the  soldier  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  she  can  have  no  title  to  j)ension  under  said  act 
by  reason  of  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  thereof. 

AmiMaiit  Secretary  F,  L,  Cainphell  to  the  Qnamisshner  of  PenJflans^ 

July  3U  1901. 

Drucilla  Walker,  tis  the  widow  of  Isaac  Walker,  late  of  Company  B, 
Forty -first  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  L,  Seventh  Iowa 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  her  applications  October  30, 1899,  and  Novem- 
ber 9,  1899,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  claim 
was  rejected  June  13, 1901,  upon  the  ground  of  "no  title;  the  claimant 
was  not  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier  at  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act, 
he  not  having  been  divorced  from  a  former  wife  until  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act.''     From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  July  8,  1901, 
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in  which,  after  reciting  the  facts  as  to  soldiers  marital  relations  and 
referring  to  certain  departmental  decisions,  it  is  contended  that  claim- 
ant became  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier  after  the  divorce  of  his  first 
wife,  although,  as  admitted,  her  marriage  to  him  was  at  first  invalid; 
and  further  that  she  is  entitled  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181^0,  not- 
withstanding the  marriage  did  not  ])ecome  valid  until  after  the  passage 
of  said  act. 

The  soldier  was  a  pensioner  under  the  said  act  of  June  27.  1890,  at 
$12  per  month.  He  died  September  30,  18118.  It  is  shown  by  a  veri- 
fied copy  of  the  public  record  of  Stone  County,  Mo.,  that  he  was  mar- 
ried to  this  claimant  Julv  25,  1878.  At  the  time,  however,  he  had  a 
former  wife  living  and  undivorced.  It  is  shown  by  a  certified  copy 
of  the  decree  that  said  former  wife  was  granted  a  divorce  from  the 
soldier  by  the  circuit  court  of  Vernon  County,  Mo.,  in  December, 
1896,  or  more  than  eighteen  years  after  his  marriage  to  this  claimant. 

It  is  shown  that,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  bv  the  divorce 
obtained  in  1896,  the  soldier  and  claimant  continued  to  live  together 
until  his  death  in  1898.  In  view  of  this  it  is  contended  that  it  should 
be  presumed  that  their  marriage  became  lawful  by  mutual  consent 
under  the  operation  of  an  implied  contract.  It  is  further  contended 
as  follows: 

It  is  believed  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  lawmaking  power  to  declare  that 
where  an  applicant  Hhall  have  married  a  yoldier  in  good  faith  by  formal  ceremony 
some  twelve  years  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  referred  to,  and  shall  have  lived 
with  eaid  soldier  for  twenty  yearn  thereafter,  that  a  legal  imi>ediment  which  was  not 
remove<i  until  some  six  years  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  shall  constitute  a 
bar  to  the  grant  of  a  pension. 


There  is  only  one  material  question  in  the  case.  The  last  proviso  in 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  as  follows: 

And  provided  further,  That  said  widow  shall  have  marrie<l  saifl  soldier  prior  to  the 
passage  of  this  act. 

The  claimant  could  not,  under  any  existing  law,  have  bectome  the 
lawful  wife  of  the  soldier  at  any  time  prior  to  1896,  when  the  first  wife 
obtained  her  divorce.  That  date,  being  subse(|uent  to  the  passage  of 
said  act,  under  which  she  claims  title,  she  does  not,  under  the  specific 
terms  of  the  proviso,  have  a  pensionable  status  under  the  same.  The 
marriage  of  the  claimant  and  the  soldier  in  1878  was  void — a  mere 
nullitv — and  anv  valid  marriaore  which  migfht  have  occurred  in  1896, 
or  thereafter,  can  have  no  retrospective  operation  which  would  legal- 
ize or  impart  validity  to  their  relations  from  the  inception  thereof. 
Such  a  holding  would  be  manifestly  untenable,  for  the  reason  that  it 
would  operate  to  bestow  a  lawful  relation  between  the  soldier  and  two 
living  wives  during  the  period  intervening  between  the  years  1878  and 
1896,  a  condition  which  is  not  tolerated  by  existing  laws. 

The  action  complained  of  Wiis  without  error  and  is  h<'reby  aflirmed. 
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attorneyj*-fee— material  service— declaration. 

John  Fitzpatrick  (claimant). 
Patrick  H.  Coney  (attorney). 

The  filing  of  an  amendatory  declaration  in  a  claim  for  original  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  holding  of  a  medical  examination, 
is  material  service  and  may  entitle  an  attorney  to  the  fee. 

AsslMant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  PerunoTiSj 

July  31,  1901. 

Patrick  H.  Coney,  of  Topeka,  Kans.,  on  May  16,  1901,  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue 
of  May  25,  1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  of  John  Fitzpatrick,  who  served  in  Company  I,  First  Maryland 
Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  soldier,  on  April  30,  1891,  William  H.  Limbocker, 
of  Manhattan,  Kans. ,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  in  which  were  alleged  gunshot  wound  of  right  leg  and 
injury  to  right  leg  as  disabling  causes.  The  claim  was  rejected,  and 
Mr.  Lim})ocker  was  so  advised  February  9,  1892. 

James  M.  Graham,  of  Manhattan,  Kans.,  in  behalf  of  the  soldier^ 
on  Ma}'  29,  1894,  filed  another  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  in  which  were  alleged  injury  to  the  right  shoulder 
and  injury  to  head  as  disabling  causes  in  addition  to  those  alleged  in 
the  declaration  filed  April  30,  1891,  by  Mr.  Limbocker.  This  claim 
was  rejected,  and  Mr.  Graham  was  so  advised  December  20,  1894. 
He  filed,  Noveml)er  23,  1896,  a  third  declaration  under  said  act  in 
behalf  of  the  soldier.  The  claim  wa«  rejected,  and  Mr.  Graham  was 
so  advised  October  5,  1897.  He  filed  a  fourth  declaration  November 
2,  1897,  in  which  were  alleged  varicose  veins  of  both  legs,  disease  of 
bowels,  and  general  debilit\'  as  disabling  causes  in  addition  to  those 
alleged  in  prior  declarations.  He  filed  evidence  on  November  20, 1897. 
A  medical  examination  was  held  December  8,  1897. 

The  appellant  on  June  30,  1898,  filed  a  power  of  attorney,  and  on 
October  17,  1898,  filed  another  declaration  in  the  claim  in  which  dys- 
pepsia was  alleged  as  an  additional  disabling  cause.  On  the  same  date 
he  filed  a  medical  affidavit  as  to  the  soldier's  inability  at  that  time  for 
the  performance  of  manual  labor  on  account  of  broken  right  clavicle, 
gunshot  wound  of  right  leg,  fracture  of  skull,  and  disease  of  stomach. 
He  called  up  the  case  February  10  and  September  21,  1899,  and  May 
7,  1900.     Another  medical  examination  was  held  May  3,  1899. 

Mr.  Graham  was  suspended  from  practice  before  the  Bureau  on 
February  1,  1899,  and  has  not  been  reinstated.  He  was  called  upon 
November  20,  1899,  for  evidence  of  continuance  of  inabilitv  to  earn  a 
support  from  November  2,  181^7,  date  of  filing  declaration,  to  May  3^ 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  491 

1899,  date  of  holding  medical  examination.  In  response  to  this  call 
Mr.  Graham  filed  evidence  December  5,  1899.  He  was  again  called 
upon  January  9,  1900,  for  proof  of  origin  of  wound  of  right  leg.  In 
response  thereto  he  filed,  Jannary  23,  1900,  the  claimant's  affidavit* 
On  May  25,  1900,  certificate  issued  to  allow  pension  at  $6  per  month 
from  November  2,  1897,  date  of  filing  declaration  by  Mr.  Graham. 
On  said  issue  the  fee  was  paid  to  him,  hence  this  appeal. 

It  was  error  for  the  Bureau  to  call  upon  Mr.  Graham  for  evidence 
after  he  was  suspended  from  practice.  As  further  services  by  an 
attorney  were  required  before  the  claim  could  be  allowed,  the  fee 
was  not  earned  by  Graham.  Therefore  his  rights  in  the  case  termi- 
nated upon  his  suspension  from  practice,  and  thereupon  the  power  of 
attorney  in  favor  of  the  appellant  became  operative.  So  the  question 
whether  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  a  fe^  turns  upon  the  fact  whether 
he  rendered  any  material  service  in  securing  the  pension  allowed. 
As  noted,  he  filed;  on  October  IT,  1898,  a  declai-ation  and  a  medical 
aflSdavit. 

Pai-agraph  7,  page  95,  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau, 
reads  as  follows: 

Where  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  been  rejected  on  the  ground  of 
no  ratable  disability  and  the  claimant  files  a  new  declaration,  alleging  the  same  disa- 
bilities set  forth  in  his  prior  application,  or  additional  disabilities  not  heretofore 
allegeil,  a  new  medical  examination  may  be  ordered. 

Generally  the  filing  of  a  new  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  is  material  service.  It  has  been  recently  held  that 
the  filing  of  a  new  declai'ation  in  behalf  of  a  person  whose  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  stands  rejected  is  material 
service  if  the  declaration  is  the  first  one  filed  after  rejection  (case  of 
William  Hunton,  certificate  No.  746663,  dated  March  11, 1901,  38  Fee 
P.  L.  Bk. ,  396). 

Also,  in  a  pending  claim  for  original  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  when  a  new  declaration  containing  allegations  of  the  existence 
of  cause  of  disability  not  before  alleged  is  deemed  amendatory  decla- 
ration (case  of  James  J.  Abbott,  8  P.  D.,  79),  the  filing  of  such  dec- 
laration is  usually  considered  material  service.  Likewise,  in  a  pending 
claim  for  original  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  when  a  new 
declaration  is  filed  in  which  new  disabling  causes  are  not  alleged,  the 
filing  of  sjiid  declai^ation  is  deemed  material  service  where  it  serves  a 
purpose  which  the  filing  of  an  amendatory  declaration  would  serve — 
for  instance,  as  fixing  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension.  An 
amendatory  declaration  has  always  been  deemed  material  service  when 
filed  in  a  claim  prior  to  the  holding  of  a  medical  examination.  Under 
this  test  the  amendatory  declaration  filed  by  the  appellant  was  material, 
as  it  was  filed  October  17,  1898,  and  a  medical  examination  was  held 
May  3, 1899. 
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It  has  })een  pointed  out  that  the  power  of  attorney  in  favor  of  the 
appellant  became  operative.  Although  said  power  did  not  become 
operative  until  after  the  appellant  rendered  material  sei*vice,  said  serv- 
ice would  entitle  him  to  the  fee;  for — 

Evidence  file<i  by  a  duly  authorized  attorney  when  not  entitled  to  recognition  is 
actual  st»rvice,  and  it  inures  to  his  benefit  if  he  l)ecome8  entitled  to  recognition  at  any 
time  lx,»fore  the  claim  is  prima  isie'ie  complete,  and  may  entitle  him  to  a  fee.  {Cea^ 
of  Elishup  P.  Allen,  9  P.  D.,  19.) 

As  appellant  ju'quired  the  attorneyship,  rendered  material  service  in 
the  claim,  and  was  in  good  standing  when  the  claim  was  allowed,  it 
was  error  to  deny  him  a  fee.  Accordingly,  the  action  of  the  Bun^au 
is  reversed.  It  is  directed  that  a  copy  of  this  decision  l)e  served  u)x>n 
Mr.  Gi'aham. 


ATTORNEYS— N  KG LKC  T— FEE— IXCRKASK. 

McKiNZY  Harshfield  (claimant). 
MiLo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

The  rule  that  when  a  claimant  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  medi(;al  examina- 
tion, and  thereupon  the  failure  of  the  attorney  on  notice  thereof  to  file  the  clain)- 
ant's  request  for  the  issuance  of  another  order  constitutes  negle<*t,  is  liinite^l  in  it;? 
application  to  claims  for  straight  increase. 

Assliitant  Secretary  ]^\  L,  Camphell  to  the  Com  raiioti oner  of  Pension  a  ^ 

July  31,  1901. 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  July  11,  1H<h», 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
on  the  issue  of  Januar}'  30,  1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1S90,  of  McKinz}'  Harshfield,  who  served  in  Company 
I,  One  hundred  and  eighty-eighth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  soldier  on  March  2t>,  1891,  appellants  filed  a  declara- 
tion for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  claim  wa*^ 
rejected  and  appellants  were  so  advised  March  18,  1895.  They  filed 
another  declaration  for  pension  under  said  act  Deceml)er  27, 1897. 

On  March  2>^^  1898,  the  claimant  was  ordered  for  medical  examina- 
tion at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  appellants  were  so  advised.  He  failed  to 
appear  and  appellants  were  so  notified  December  13,  1898,  and  at  the 
same  time  they  were  informed  that  the  claimant's  written  consent  must 
be  filed  before  another  order  for  medical  examination  would  issue. 

James  M.  Marshall,  of  State  Soldiers'  Home,  Erie  County,  Ohio, 
tiled  another  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S9U, 
in  behalf  of  the  soldier.  A  medical  examination  was  ordei'ed  through 
him  and  held  May  10, 1899.     On  June  6, 1899,  Mr.  Marshall  was  called 
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upon  for  the  correct  name  of  the  soldier  and  for  evidence  of  continu- 
ance from  December  27,  1897,  date  of  filing  declaration  ))y  appellants, 
to  May  10,  1899,  date  of  holding  medical  examination.  This  evidence 
he  tiled  June  6  and  November  27,  1899. 

Certificate  issued  January  30, 1900,  to  allow  pension  from  December 
27,  1897,  at  $6  per  month.  On. said  issue  Messrs.  Stevens  &  Co.  were 
denied  a  fee,  hence  this  appeal. 

The  Bureau  assigns  neglect  for  denying  appellants  a  fee  upon  the 
ground  of  their  failure  to  file  the  claimant's  request  for  another  med- 
ical examination. 

Neglect  upon  the  part  of  an  attorney  to  comply  with  the  rules  of 
pi-actice  in  the  prosecution  of  a  case  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  rights. 
However,  it  never  has  been  held  that  the  failure  of  an  attorney  in  an 
original  claim  for  pension  to  file  a  claimant's  request  for  medical 
examination  would  constitute  neglect.  The  rules  of  pi-actice  have  not 
imposed  upon  the  attorney  an  obligation  to  file  such  request  in  the 
aT)ove-mentioned  class  of  claims  within  any  limited  time,  and  it  is  not 
believed  that  it  would  be  equitable  to  do  so.  An  attorney -is  required 
to  file  the  evidence  necessary  to  prima  facie  establish  a  ciUjie.  This  he 
is  able  to  do  without  the  cooperation  of  a  claimant.  In  fact  the  prac- 
tice contemplates  the  performance  of  such  services  on  his  part,  and  if 
he  fails  in  this  particular,  although  his  failure  is  due  to  the  want  of 
cooperation  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  the  attorney  must  suffer  the 
penalty  of  neglect.  But  where  the  claimant  refuses  to  file  a  request 
for  another  medical  examination,  it  is  beyond  an  attorney's  effort  to 
satisfy  the  demand  of  the  Bureau.  7n  such  an  event  the  penalty  has 
fallen  uiK>n  the  claimant,  the  one  to  whom  the  failure  is  due.  It  would 
not  be  just  to  hold  an  attorney,  after  he  has  prima  facie  completed  a 
claim  for  pension,  responsible  for  the  action  of  the  claimant  and  inflict 
upon  the  attorney  a  penalty  because  of  the  claimant's  conduct. 

It  is  true  that  in  claims  for  straight  increase  of  pension  the  lules 
require  that  an  attorney,  under  the  penalty  of  neglect,  shall  file  the 
claimant's  request  for  the  issuance  of  another  order  for  medical  exam- 
ination where  he  has  failed  to  comply  with  such  an  order.  (See  case 
of  Robins  E.  BalKH>ck,  7  P.  D.,  285.)"^ 

Upon  the  suV)ject  presented  as  an  issue  in  this  case  the  Department 
found  occasion  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Johnson,  certifi(*ate  No. 
174807,  decided  October  21,  1899  (34  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  245),  to  remark 
as  follows: 

It  appears  that  at  and  for  some  time  i)rior  to  the  death  of  Mr.  Lt^mon  (the  attorney 
in  the  case),  there  remained  nothing  to  do  in  the  case  except  to  hold  a  medical 
examination.  In  fa(!t,  the  c^u^e  awaitetl  a  f^tatement  from  the  claimant  a**  to  hi«  will- 
ingneys  to  comply  with  an  order  for  medical  examination.  In  no  inHtan<*e  has  it 
ever  Ijeen  held  by  this  Department  that  failure  up<jn  the  part  of  an  attorney  to  file 
such  statement  or  otherwise  proi'eed  to  secure  anotlier  order  for  medical  examination 
when  one  has  not  been  complied  with  constituted  neglect  in  an  original  claim. 
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Under  the  conditions  the  claim  awaits  a  medical  examination,  and  whenever  held 
the  fee  is  certified  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim  to  the  attorney  in  good  standing 
to  w^hom  it  would  have  heen  paid  had  the  prior  order  for  medical  examination  been 
complied  with  by  the  claimant.  Now,  this  case  was  completed  by  Mr.  Lemon;  it 
awaited  the  holding  of  a  medical  examination,  and,  whenever  held,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  fee  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim.  It  is  true  that  in  claims  for  straight 
increase,  under  penalty  of  neglect,  an  attorney  is  required  to  explain  a  claimant'i^ 
noncompliance  with  an  order  for  medical  examination.  The  reasons  are  that  claim<> 
for  increase  can  be  abandoned,  and  when  abandoned  another  claim  for  increa.se  can 
be  filed.  But  in  original  claims  for  pension  abandonment  rarely  occurs,  and  therein 
the  date  of  commencement  of  pension  is  not  affected  by  the  holding  of  a  medical 
examination.  * 

The  foregoing  was  quoted  with  approval  in  the  case  Alexander 
Brown,  certificate  No.  582612,  dated  May  21, 1901  (89  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.. 
315). 

The  rule  has  been  limited  in  its  application  to  claims  for  straight 
increase.  In  but  one  instance  has  it  been  applied  in  any  other  classof 
claims,  and  that  was  where  the  Department  aflSrmed  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  denvinff  an  attorney  a  fee  in  a  claim  for  restoration  under 
said  rule.  *  The  attention  of  the  Department  was  not  called  to  the 
error,  for  such  it  was,  and  due  to  oversight  as  to  the  class  of  claims  to 
which  belonged  the  claim  under  consideration. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the 
appellants  a  fee  upon  the  ground  assigned  is  reversed.  It  is  directcKi 
that  a  copy  of  this  decision  be  sen'ed  on  Mr.  Marshall^  the  attorney 
to  whom  the  fee  was  paid. 


deserted  avife— act  march  8,  1 800— di vorce-ju risdictiox. 

Eliza  McKee  v.  James  H.  McKee. 

It  appearing  from  a  duly  certifie<i  copy  of  the  court  record  that  |)eneioner  was 
divorctnl  from  the  claimant,  who  seeks  a  division  of  his  jKynrion  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  j)rior  to  filing  such  claim  the  reconl  also  showing  that  sai<l  ctmrt 
acquire<i  jurisdiction  over  said  alleged  <ieserted  wife  in  the  suit  for  said  divunv, 
she  was  not  pensioner's  wife  and  is  not  entitled  to  receive  one-half  of  hi^ 
I)ension. 

Assistant  Secretary  I^,  L,  Caniphell  to  the  Ormmi^amimer  of  l\nshn\ii, 

Au(jmt22.  IDOL 

Eliza  McKee,  alleged  wife  of  James  H.  McKee,  late  sergeant  0)iii- 
pany  C,  Ninety-second  Ohio  Infantry,  and  a  pensioner  under  certifi- 
cate No.  173339,  appealed  by  her  attorneys  June  4,  1901,  from  the 
Bureau  action  of  April  t>,  1901,  rejecting  hor  claim  for  one-half  of  her 
husband's  pension,  file<l  November  20, 19U0,  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
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1899,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  ''not  now  pensioner's  legal  wife,  he 
having  secured  a  divorce  from  her  in  the  circuit  court  of  Cedar  County, 
Mo.,  October  9, 1891." 

Due  notice  of  the  appeal  has  been  served  upon  the  appellee  who  has 
filed  his  answer  to  the  appeal. 

It  is  contended,  in  brief,  that  said  decree  of  divorce  is  void  for  the 
reason  that  the  Missouri  court  never  acquired  jurisdiction  of  claimant, 
she  being  at  the  time  the  resident  of  another  State,  and  never  received 
notice  of  pensioner's  application  for  divorce;  citing  the  cases  of  Nancy 
E.  Scott  (6  P.  D.,  185)  and  Josephine  G.  Boyd  (8  P.  D.,  1);  also  Free- 
man on  Judgments  (2  ed.,  sec.  127),  and  Wells  on  Jurisdiction  of 
Courts,  page  28. 

These  authorities,  as  well  as  the  more  recent  dei^rtmental  decision 
in  the  case  of  Annie  M.  Shipp  (11  P.  D.,  226),  enunciate  the  well- 
known  rule  that  where  jurisdiction  depends  upon  substituted  or  con- 
structive, as  contradistinguished  from  personal,  service  of  notice,  the 
court  record  must  show  a  strict  compliance  with  the  statute  providing 
for  service  by  publication,  in  order  to  sustain  the  judgment  or  decree. 

In  the  Scott  case  (6  P.  D.,  185)  no  publication  of  notice  was  made 
as  required  by  the  statutes  of  Missouri. 

In  the  Boyd  case  (8  P.  D.,  1)  the  published  notice  required  the 
defendant  to  answer  on  a  day  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  publica- 
tion required  by  the  statutes  of  Nebraska,  and  was  therefore  defective 
and  conferred  no  jurisdiction  upon  the  court,  and  the  decree  was 
therefore  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

In  the  Shipp  case  (11  P.  D.,  226),  decided  February  8,  1901,  the 
statutory  provision  of  Indiana  tus  to  service  of  notice  on  the  defend- 
ant was  not  complied  with,  and  the  court  therefore  did  not  acquire 
jurisdiction. 

All  of  these  decisions  are  based  upon  the  rule  that  statutes  providing 
for  constructive  service  of  notice  by  publication,  l>eing  in  derogation 
of  the  common  law,  must  be  strictly  followed. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
statutory  provisions  of  Missouri,  as  to  sul)stituted  or  constructive 
service  of  notice  by  publication,  was  not  strictly  complied  w^ith,  or 
that  the  court  granting  the  pensioner  a  decree  of  divorce  from  the 
claimant  October  9,  1891,  was  without  jurisdiction,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  appears  that  all  jurisdictional  facts  were  shown. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  claimant  is  the  wife  of 
pensioner,  he  having  been  divorced  from  her  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1S99. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  according!}'  affirmed. 
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FEK— ATT0RNP:YS— MIXOirs  CT.AIMS— PIM>  llATA  FEK. 

Minors  of  David  G.  Miller  (claimants). 
W.  W.  Dudley  (attorney). 

Ill  11  iiiiuor'H  flaini  for  pension,  when,  upon  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  iient-ion,  pay- 
ment of  the  share  of  one  claimant  is  withheld  under  the  instmctions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  dated  January  14,  1901,  the  entire  ivc  of  the  attorney 
prosecuting  the  caae  shall  l>e  paid  pro  rata  fn)m  the  shares  of  the  oilier  claiinflnt*< 
to  whom  pension  is  paid  upon  and  at  the  time  of  said  issue. 

Assi.sf(f7if  S/rrefftri/  J^l  Z.   dnuphell  to  tlw  ('ovrmlsMhrnc^r  t{f  £\7is*on>(^ 

An  (just  22,  1901, 

W.  W.  Dudley,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  Ma}-  24,  1901,  entei-ed  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  is.sue 
of  April  4,  11H)1,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  gene  ml  law  of  the 
minor  children  of  David  (1.  Miller,  deceased,  who  sensed  in  Company 
D,  Eighty -eighth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry. 

On  June  26, 1901,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  by  the  Department  upon 
the  report  of  the  Bureau  dated  June  3,  1901,  in  which  it  was  set  forth 
that  the  contention  of  the  appellant  relative  to  the  fee  on  said  issue 
was  conceded  bv  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau  has  moved  to  reinstate,  the 
appeal.  In  report  dated  July  10, 1901,  it  is  set  forth  that  the  motion  to 
dismiss  was  made  under  the  belief  that  the  entire  pension  had  been  paid 
to  the  chiimant,  Lvdia  E.  Miller,  which  led  the  Bureau  to  concede  the 
appellant's  contention  for  a  fee  of  ^25.  The  Bureau  bases  its  motion 
to  reinstate  the  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  only  a  minor's  share  of 
the  pension  has  been  paid  to  the  claimant.  Lydia  E.  Miller,  and  ai'gues 
that  this  fact  fully  sustains  its  action  in  denying  the  contention  of  the 
appellant  for  the  payment  of  the  entire  fee.  The  appellant  has  been 
notified  of  the  Bureau's  motion  to  reinstate  said  appeal.  No  objection 
has  b<»en  interposed.  As  it  appears  that  the  Bureau  adheres  to  its 
action  refusinLT  to  certifv  tiie  entire  fee  to  Mr.  Dudlev.  the  attoniev 
in  the  claim,  the  a^^peal  from  said  action  is  reinstated. 

In  })ehalf  of  Harvey  Miller  and  Lydia  E.  Miller  (now  Swank),  the 
children  of  David  G.  Miller,  deceased,  on  September  12,  1890,  the 
appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law.  He 
filed  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  clahn  and  on  November  11, 1890,  tiled 
articles  of  agreement  stipulating  for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  ^2.">. 

The  claimant  Lydia  E.  Miller  (now  Swank)  attained  the  sixteenth 
year  of  her  age  on  July  1,  1S84;  the  claimant  Harvey  Miller  attained 
the  sixteenth  year  of  his  age  on  April  19,  1878. 

Certificate  issued  April  4,  1901,  to  allow  pension  in  the  claim  with 
direction  that  the  share  of  Lydia  E.  ])e  paid  to  her  and  the  share  of 
Harvev  be  withheld  under  instructions  of  the  Secretarv  of  the  Interior 
dated  January  14,  1901.     Said  direction  has  been  observed.     On  said 
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issue  the  sum  of  $12.50  was  certified  to  the  appellant  for  his  services 
in  securing  the  allowance  of  pension  in  l)ehalf  of  Lj'dia  E.  The 
Bureau  refused  to  certify'  to  the  appellant  the  remainder  of  the  fee, 
hence  this  apjieal. 

Under  the  instruction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  payment  of  a 
minor's  pension  to  claimants  who  attained  their  sixteenth  year  prior 
to  July  1, 1880,  and  who  did  not  file  a  declaration  for  pension  prior  to 
that  diite,  is  withheld. 

The  appellant  argues  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  reduced 
(scaled)  the  'contract  fee  and  that  the  Commissioner  is  without  any 
warrant  of  authority  to  take  such  action,  citing  the  case  of  Granville 
Todd  (3  P.  D.,  383)! 

Thie  Bureau  states  the  practice  to  be,  when  pension  is  allowed  to  two 
or  more  claimants  as  minor  children  and  the  share  of  one  is  withheld 
for  the  reason  that  his  post-oflSce  address  is  not  known  or  for  other 
cause,  that  such  portion  of  the  entire  fee  is  paid  as  the  number  of 
shares  of  pension  paid  to  claimants  bears  to  the  total  number  of  shares^ 
and  the  i-emainder  of  the  fee  is  paid  as  the  remaining  shares  are  paid. 
The  practice  as  thus  stated  contemplates  the  allowance  of  pension  to 
all  the  claimants  for  a  minor's  pension  on  account  of  the  military  serv- 
ice and  death  of  their  father,  and  no  reasonable  objection  is  suggested 
for  any  change  as  to  the  payment  of  fee  where  the  facts  in  a  case  are 
like  those  set  forth.  But  in  the  present  case  it  will  be  noticed  that  the 
title  to  pension  of  one  of  the  claimants,  Harvey,  is  in  doubt.  Payment 
of  pension  is  withheld  awaiting  the  determination  of  the  question  by 
this  Department  whether  a  claimant  is  entitled  to  a  minor's  pension 
where  he  attains  his  sixteenth  year  before  the  1st  of  July,  1880,  and 
does  not  file  a  declai'ation  for  such  pension  prior  to  that  date.  So  it 
is  uncertain  whether  appellant  is  entitled  to  any  pay  for  prosecuting  a 
claim  in  behalf  of  the  claimant  Harvey.  In  the  event  that  payment  of 
pension  is  made  to  him,  then  appellant  would  be  entitled  to  pay  for 
such  services.  But  if  such  payment  be  forever  withheld  upon  the 
ground  that  the  claimant  Hai-vey  forfeited  his  right  to  pension  by 
reason  of  his  failure  to  file  a  declaration  for  pension  prior  to  July  1, 
1880,  the  appellant  would  not  be  entitled  to  any  pay  for  services 
rendered  in  his  behalf. 

However,  the  title  of  the  appellant  to  a  fee  of  $25  in  no  way  depends 
upon  the  fact  that  he  secured  a  minor's  pension  for  the  claimant  Har- 
vey. He  is  entitled  to  such  fee  for  securing  pension  for  the  claimant 
Lydia  if  the  claimant  Harvey  is  not  entitled  to  pension,  and  the  entire 
sum  is  payable  from  her  pension  in  the  event  that  the  claimant  Har- 
vey is  without  title  to  pension.  So  the  fee  is  earned  at  the  stage  of 
the  proceedings  which  has  been  reached  in  this  claim  whether  or  not 
the  payment  is  made  of  the  share  of  HaiTcy.  The  fact  of  such  pay-  * 
ment  does  not  enter  into  the  title  of  the  appellant  to  a  fee  of  $25;  it 
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e]itei*s  into  the  questions  as  to  what  time  it  shall  be  paid  and  from  what 
fund. 

It  is  clear,  as  has  been  shown,  that  if  payment  of  pension  is  made 
to  Harvey,  then  payment  of  the  remaining  $12.50  could  be  made  to 
appellant  for  his  services.  But  the  question  is  not  so  easily  solved  if 
payment  to  Harvey  is  not  made,  as  it  is  not  certain  that  there  would 
be  any  fund  from  which  the  remainder  of  the  fee  could  then  be  certi- 
fied. For  it  does  not  follow  because  Harvey  is  not  entitled  to  a  share 
of  pension  that  Lydia  E.,  the  other  claimant,  is  entitled  to  the  peasion 
which  Harvey  would  have  received  had  he  filed  his  claim  for  pension 
prior  to  July  1,  1880.  There  is  as  much  doubt  as  to  whether  such 
share  would  be  paid  at  all  as  there  is  doubt  that  it  will  be  paid  to 
Harvey.  So  there  would  be  no  fund  from  which  the  remaining  $12.50 
could  be  paid  in  the  event  that  the  claimant  Harvey  is  denied  pension, 
as  all  the  pension  due  the  claimant  Lydia  E.  has  possibly  lieen  paid 
to  her  on  the  issue  of  April  4,  1901. 

*  'The  rule  as  to  the  time  of  payment  of  a  fee  in  a  claim  is  that  pay- 
ment »hall  be  made  out  of  the  first  allowance  of  pension.  This  rule 
has  alwa^'S  been  obsen^ed  in  claims  for  minors'  jmnsions,  and  the  fee 
paid  when  the  pension  was  paid,  the  share  of  the  fee  each  claimant 
was  to  bear  being  paid  from  his  share  of  the  pension.  The  fact  that 
there  have  been  in  man}'  instances  temporary  delays  in  payment  of  pen- 
sion to  the  respective  claimants  has  never  constituted  any  exception 
to  the  rule,  and  so  far  as  can  be  learned  has  not  been  the  subject  of 
complaint  by  attorneys.  No  reason  presents  itself  why  the  rule  should 
not  be  observed  in  this  case  and  in  other  claims  belonging  to  its  clas^, 
and  the  entire  fee  be  paid  from  the  first  allowance  of  pension  paid  to 
any  of  the  claimants.  Then,  in  the  event  that  in  the  claun  further 
payment  of  pension  is  made  to  another  claimant  whose  title  to  pen- 
sion at  the  time  the  first  payment  was  made  was  not  approved,  his 
share  of  the  fee  can  be  deducted  and  paid  to  the  person  or  persons 
f r'om  whose  share  or  shares  it  was  deducted  at  the  time  the  firat  pay- 
ment was  made.  In  this  way  all  pui^poses  of  the  case  will  be  served 
and  all  danger  will  be  obviated  as  to  there  being  no  fund  from  which 
pAyment  of  fee  can  be  made.  No  reason  appears  for  laying  down  any 
other  rule  for  the  payment  of  fees  in  this  class  of  claims  than  has  been 
heretofore  observed  in  all  claims  for  a  minor's  pension. 

The  argument  of  the  appellant  is  not  in  point,  as  no  attempt  was 
made  to  scale  or  reduce  the  fee. 

Accordingly,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  revei-sed,  with  dii*ection 
that  the  claimant  Lydia  E.  Ix^  called  upon  to  refund  the  sum  of 
$12.50  as  ovei-payment  to  her  at  this  date,  to  be  paid  to  the  appellant 
f<5r  his  sendees  in  the  claim. 


*i 
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DECREE— DEFAULT.    l>IVORCE— INTEIlTX>CXJTOIlY  DECI^SE. 

Adaline  Long  (alleged  widow). 

Under  the  civil  practice  of  Missouri  an  interlo<;utory  decree  of  default  in  a  divorce 
case,  no  trial  lieing  had  nor  decree  entered  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  is  not  a 
decree  dissolving  the  bonds  of  matrimony  existing  between  a  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  notwithstanding  such  decree  states  that  said  bonds  are  dissolved, 
**and  that  unless  the  defendant  appear  at  the  next  regular  term"  and  **6how 
good  cause  to  the  cfmtrary,  judgment  will  be  finally  rendered."     *    *    * 

Awtustaiit  SeiTetary  F.  L,  Camjjbell  to  tJte  Cimirnwsiiniei^  of  Pensions^ 

Aiufmt  31,  1901. 

Adaline  Long,  a.s  widow  of  Heniy  Long,  who  served  an  a  private  in 
Company  C,  Foily-first  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  August  22, 
1864,  to  Ma}^  23, 1865,  on  April  7, 1896,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27.  1890,  which  claim  was  rejected 
April  3,  1899,  on  the  ground — 

that  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  appearing  from  the  evidence 
that  at  the  time  when  soldier  went  through  a  ceremony  of  marriage  with  claimant 
he  had  liv^ing  an<l  undivorc^ed  a  foniier  wife,  8arah,  from  whom  he  was  never  effec- 
tually divorced. 

From  this  action  claimant,  by  her  attorney,  appealed  April  4,  1899, 
stating  that  on  September  5,  1872,  soldier  obtained  a  decree  nisi  of 
divorce  from  his  first  wife  and  thereafter  married  claimant;  that  the 
fii"st  wife  failed  to  show  cause  why  the  decree  should  not  become  final, 
and  that  no  final  decree  was  entered,  and  contending  that  where  no 
cause  is  shown  to  the  contrary-  within  the  time  specified  the  decree  nisi 
becomes  absolute  and  the  entry  of  the  final  decree  is  a  mere  formality; 

The  decree  referred  to  in  this  case  is  as  follows: 

Skptkmbkh  Term,  1872. 
Statk  of  Missouri, 

CtAiniy  of  Pulankif  sn: 
In  the  circuit  court  of  said  county,  on  the  5th  day  of  Septemlxir,  1872,  the  follow- 
ing, among  other  proceedings,  were  held,  viz: 

Henry  Long  ^ 

V.  >  Divorce. 

Sarah  Long.  J 

Now,  at  this  day,  comes  the  plaintiff  by  counsel,  and  the  defendant,  though  thrice 
solemnly  called,  comes  not,  but  makes  default;  and  it  appearing  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  that  the  defendant  has  been  personally  served  with  proitess  for  more  than 
fifteen  days  before  the  first  day  of  the  i)re8ent  term  of  this  court. 

It  is  therefore  considered  by  the  court  that  the  Ixjnds  of  matrimony  heretofore  con- 
tracted between  plaintiff  and  defendant  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  dissolved,  and 
that  unless  the  defendant  appear  at  the  next  regular  term  of  this  court  and  on  or 
before  the  end  of  the  third  day  thereof  and  show  good  cause  to  the  contrary  judg- 
ment will  be  finally  rendered  and  this  cause  continue<i. 

No  other  or  final  dec>ree  was  ever  entered,  as  appears  from  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  clerk  of  said  court. 
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By  .section  4601  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  the  circuit  courts 
have  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  divorce,  and  the  like  proce^ss  and  pro 
ceedings  shall  be  had  in  such  causes  as  are  had  in  other  ci^nl  suits, 
except  the  answer  of  the  defendant  shall  not  be  under  oath. 

The  C^)de  of  Civil  Procedure  of  Missouri  provides  as  follows: 

Sec.  2013.  SuiU*f  haw  hwtUiUed. — Suits  may  be  instituted  in  courte  of  rec*ord,  ex<'«'pt 
when  the  statute  law  of  this  State  otherwise  provides,  either,  first,  by  filing  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  proper  court  a  petition  setting  forth  the  plaintiffs  caiu^e  or 
causes  of  action  and  the  remedy  sought,  and  by  the  voluntary  appearance  of  the 
adverse  party  thereto,  or,  sei^ond,  by  filing  such  petition  in  such  ofiice  and  Ruingout 
thereon  a  writ  of  summons  against  the  person  or  of  attac^hment  against  the  property 
of  the  defendant.  The  filing  of  a  petition  in  a  court  of  ret»rd,  or  a  statement  or 
account  l)efore  a  court  not  of  record,  and  suing  out  of  process  therein,  shall  \yv  taken 
and  deemetl  the  commen<rement  of  a  suit.     (R.  S.,  1879,  3485a.) 

Sbc.  2014.  Writs,  ivhen  returrutble. — Every  such  original  writ  shall  be  dated  on  the 
day  it  is  issued  and  made  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term  thereafter; 
but  if  the  first  day  of  such  term  be  within  fifteen  days  thereafter,  then  such  writ 
^  made  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  the  second  term,  and  such  writ  when  iamied 
shall,  together  with  a  (»py  of  the  petition,  be  delivered  to  the  ofi&cer  charged  with 
the  execution  thereof.     (R.  S.  1879,  34866.) 

Section  2209  of  said  code  provides  that — 

If  the  defendant  shall  fail  to  file  his  answer  or  other  pleading  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law  or  the  rules  of  practice  of  the  court  and  serve  a  copy  thereof  upon 
the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney  when  the  same  is  required,  an  interlocutory  judg- 
ment shall  be  given  against  him  by  default. 

Section  2210  provides  that — 

Such  judgment  (interlocutory)  may,  for  good  cause  shown,  be  set  aside  at  any 
time  before  the  damages  are  assessed  or  final  judgment  rendered,  upon  such  terms 
as  shall  be  just. 

From  an  inspection  of  the  decree  referred  to  it  will  l>e  seen  that  it 
was  not  a  final  but  an  interlocutory  decree  of  default  only. 

While  the  decree  states  "  that  the  bonds  of  matrimony  heretofore 
contracted  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby, 
dissolved"  *  *  *  unless,  etc.,  it  is  clearly  not  a  decree  of  divorce, 
because  it  does  not  show  that  any  trial  of  the  issue  raised  by  the  bill 
for  divorce  was  ever  had,  and  there  was  nothing  at  the  time  before 
the  court  upon  which  judgment  could  be  pronounced,  except  that  the 
defendant  had  failed  to  appear  or  plead  to  the  bill;  that  is,  she  was  Id 
default.  A  decree  of  divorce  could  not  be  rendered  until  pi*oof  had 
been  submitted  substantiating  the  material  allegations  contained  in 
the  bill;  that  is,  that  facts  were  proved  showing  that  under  the -laws 
of  Missouri  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  released  from  the  bonds  of 
matrimony.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  defaulted  by  failing  to 
appear  and  answer  after  being  duly  summoned  to  do  so  does  not  show 
that  the  statutory  grounds  of  divorce  were  shown.  As  appears  from 
the  copy  of  the  decree  above  set  forth,  the  case  was  continued,  it 
being  the  pmctice  in  the  State  in  Missouri  upon  taking  a  default  to 
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continue  the  case  until  the  next  term  for  trial  and  final  decree,  no  trial 
of  the  cause  being  had  at  the  same  term  at  which  the  default  was 
taken. 

As  the  record  now  stands  no  trial  was  ever  had,  and  no  decree  dis- 
solving the  bonds  of  matrimony  was  or  could  be  rendered,  and  as 
claimant^  marriage  to  soldier  occurred  seven  days  after  the  interlocu- 
torv  decree  of  default  was  rendered,  and  before  soldier  had  been 
divorced  from  his  wife  Sarah,  the  same  was  void  and  of  no  effect,  and 
under  the  evidence  in  the  case  she  is  not  the  widow  of  said  soldier. 

Your  action  rejecting  claimant's  application  for  pension  on  the 
gi'ound  stated  was  not  error,  and  the  same  is  affirmed. 


EVIBENCE— PRESUMPTION  OF  DEATH— ACCRUED  PENSION. 

Mary  J.  Schrater  (widow). 

The  date  of  the  soldier's  death  being  material  in  a  claim  by  an  alleged  widow  for 
his  accrued  pension,  it  must  be  satisfactorily  established  by  distinct  proof,  and 
may  not  be  established  by  general  presumption  merely,  under  the  rule  as  to  pre- 
sumption of  death  from  seven  years'  unexplained  absence.     (Da\ie  r.  Briggs,  97 

U.  S.,  62S.) 

AnslMtant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

August  3 J,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Mary  J.  Schrater,  in  February,  1899,  was  allowed 
pt»n8ion,  certificate  No.  474393,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as 
widow  of  Nicholas  J.  Schrater,  who  was  a  member  of  Company  F, 
Second  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  from  March  21,  1864,  to  July  1, 
18B5,  and,  having  disappeared  from  his  home  June  6,  1889,  without 
again  being  heard  of,  was  presumed,  under  appellant's  claim  filed  June 
1,  1897,  to  have  died,  and  said  claim  allowed  accordingl3^ 

At  the  time  of  his  disappearance  the  soldier  was  pensioned  (certifi- 
cate No.  166229)  at  $4  per  month  on  account  of  disability  from  gun- 
shot wound  of  left  foot  and  little  finger  of  left  hand,  and  last  drew  his 
pension  by  check  dated  June  11,  1889,  to  June  4,  1889,  date  of  execu- 
tion of  voucher. 

Appellant's  claim  for  his  accrued  pension  was  rejected  in  February, 
1899,  on  the  ground  that  no  date  of  death  of  the  soldier  could  be  fixed 
for  the  termination  of  his  ac*crued  pension;  and  on  March  15, 1899,  she 
appealed,  contending  that  his  death  ^^  is  presumed  to  date  from  the 
time  of  his  absence,  continued  and  unexplained." 

If  this  contention  be  sustained  it  would  result  in  payment  of  but  one 
day's  pension,  as  the  soldier  was  paid  to  June  4,  and  disappeared  June 
6,  1889. 

It  can  not,  however,  be  presumed  that  the  soldier  died  June  5, 1889. 
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Such  is  not  the  force  in  law  of  the  presumption  of  death  of  a  party. 
The  law  is  that — 

the  person  shown  not  to  have  been  heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those,  if  any,  who,  if  he 
had  been  alive,  would  naturally  have  heard  of  him,  is  presumed  to  be  dead,  unless 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not  being  heard  of  without 
assuming  his  death. 

This  is  the  genei'al  rule  of  law,  as  held  in  Davie  v,  Briggs  (97  U.  S., 
628),  and  has  been  held  by  the  Department  in  a  number  of  cases  to 
have  received,  for  pensionable  purposes,  a  legislative  restatement  by 
the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  and  to  be,  therefore,  in  force  in  pension 
adjudications;  said  act  reading  as  follows: 

That  in  considering  claims  filed  under  the  pension  laws,  the  death  of  an  enlisted 
man  or  ofiicer  shall  be  considered  as  sufficiently  proved  if  satisfactory  evidence  is 
produced  establishing  the  fact  of  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  each 
enlisted  man  or  officer  from  his  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  daring 
which  period  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  shall  have  been  received. 

It  is  further  stated  in  the  case  of  Davie  v.  Briggs  to  be  the  law  that 
this  presimiption  relates  only  to  the  fact  and  not  to  the  time  of  death, 
and  that  when  the  latter  fact  is  material  to  the  issue  in  any  case  it 
must  be  proven;  and  quotes,  as  the  leading  English  case  on  this  point, 
Nepean  v.  Doe  (dem.  Knight,  2  M.  &  W.,  894),  as  follows: 

We  adopt  the  doctrine  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench  that  the  presumption  of  law 
relates  only  to  the  fact  of  death,  and  that  the  time  of  death,  whenever  it  is  material^ 
must  be  a  subject  of  distinct  proof. 

And  the  court,  in  Davie  v,  Briggs,  adds:  "To  the  same  effect  are 
Mr.  Greenleaf  and  the  preponderance  of  authority  in  this  country," 
citing  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  41,  and  many  American  decisions. 

In  Stephens's  Digest  of  Evidence,  art.  99,  also,  the  rule  is  stated  that — 

There  is  no  presumption  as  to  the  time  when  he  (the  person  presumed  dead )  died, 
and  the  burden  of  proving  his  death  at  any  particular  time  is  upon  the  person  who 
asserts  it. 

In  the  case  of  Nepean  v.  Doe,  supra,  the  court  stated  further  tliat — 

Inconveniences  may  no  doubt  arise,  but  they  do  not  warrant  us  in  laying  down 
a  rule  that  a  party  shall  be  presumed  to  have  died  on  the  last  day  of  the  seven  years. 
which  would  manifestly  be  contrary  to  the  fact  in  almost  all  instances. 

And  also,  in  Spencer  v.  Moore  (11  Ired.,  N.  C,  160),  the  t?ourt 
stated: 

The  presumption  does  not  extend  to  the  death  having  occurred  at  the  end  or  any 
other  particular  time  within  that  period  (seven  years),  and  leaves  it  to  be  judged  of 
afi  a  matter  of  fact  according  to  the  circumstances  which  may  tend  to  satisfy  the 
mind  that  it  was  at  an  earlier  or  later  day. 

This  doctrine  was  reaffirmed  in  Spencer  v.  Roper  (13  Ired.,  333), 
and  is  unquestionably  the  present  law  of  the  American  as  well  hs  of 
the  English  courts. 

Following  the  settled  law  on  this  subject,  therefore,  it  must  be  held 
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herein  that  rejection  of  the  appealed  claim  for  a<M3rued  pension  was 
proper,  the  evidence  in  the  case  wholly  failing  to  establish  any  date  of 
death  of  the  soldier,  who  is  merely  shown  to  have  never  be^n  heard 
of  since  June  5,  1889,  when  he  left  his  home  in  New  York  ostensibly 
for  the  West,  intending  to  take  up  Government  land  in  Montana  or 
California. 

Rejection  of  claim  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


aii>  and  attendance— act  july  14,  1892— evidence— examining 

surgeons-increase— commencement. 

John  Blaisdeix. 

1.  The  disability  on  account  of  which  pension  was  granted,  resulting  from  epileipisy, 

manifested  by  a  clonic  spasm  of  the  extremities,  occurring  but  two  or  three 
times  a  year,  is  not  deemed  to  exist  in  such  a  degree  as  to  require  frequent  ^d 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

2.  Increase  to  $50  per  month  under  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  can  only  commehce' 

from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  examining  surgeons  showing  such  degree 
of  disability  made  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Assistant  Secretary  1^\  Z.  Campbell  to  the  ComiiiiHsioiter  of  Pensixms^ 

August  SI,  1901. 

John  Blaisdell,  formerly  a  corporal  in  Company  C,  Third  Michigna 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  appealed,  March  22,  1899,  through  his  attorney, 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  February  18,  1899,  rejecting  his 
claim  for  increase  filed  May  20,  1897,  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  of 
pension  he  was  then  receiving,  $30  per  month,  second  grade,  was  fully 
commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability  resulting  from  "nervous 
prostration  (epilepsy),"  cause  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

In  his  declaration  for  increase  he  alleged  that  his  conditibn  was  such 
that  he  I'equired  the  frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  $50  per  month  as  pro- 
vided by  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  14,  1892,  and  it  is  con- 
tended in  his  appeal  that  an  affidavit  of  Dr.  M.  C.  Cronin,  filed,  in 
support  of  the  claim  for  increase,  shows  that  he,  by  reason  of  the 
cause  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  required  the  aid  claimed. 

The  medical  referee,  in  a  slip  accompanying  the  papers  on  appeal, 
and  under  date  of  June'4,  1901,  states: 

The  pensioner's  principal  disability  now  appears  to  lie  due  to  senility  and  other 
causes  independent  of  the  nervous  prostration  (epilepsy)  for. which  he  is  pensioned. 

The  pensioner  was  examined  under  his  claim  May  18,  1898,  by  the 
board  of  surgeons  at  Hartford,  Mich.,  which  reported  his  condition 
to  be  as  follows: 

Poise  rate,  140;  respiration,  30;  temperature,  normal;  height,  5  feet  9  inches; 
weight,  180  pounds;  age,  79  years. 

Claimant  fleshy,  muscles  soft,  hands  cold  and  clammy;  skin  mottled  and  cyano^c; 
ioncnie  furred:  tfwth  all  irnne:  eves  dull.  cHmiunctivse  red:  Anl&rffement  of  istiimiia 
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of  thyroid  large  as  hen's  egg;  very  nervous,  vrith  marked  muscular  tremor;  cries  at 
the  least  mention  of  his  trouble;  lungs  weak  and  cedematous;  heart  action  rapid, 
weak,  and  intermittent;  apex  1  inch  high;  area  double  in  size;  heart  sounds  faint 
but  no  murmur;  fatty  heart. 

Reflexes  feeble,  hands,  arms,  and  lower  extremities  numb  and  cold.  Had  stroke 
of  paralysis  one  year  ago  of  right  side;  right  eye  totally  blind,  can  not  distinguish 
light  from  dark;  left  eye,  vision  twenty  one  hundred  and  sixtieths. 

Has  epileptiform  attacks  two  or  three  times  a  year;  does  not  lose  conscioosneas 
entirely,  but  self  control. 

Has  to  have  assistance  in  dressing  and  undressing. 

This  claimant  is  so  disabled  from  his  disabilities  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  the 
performing  of  manual  labor  and  is  entitled  to  $30  per  month. 

This  certificate  is  descriptive  of  a  veiy  old  and  feeble  man,  mani- 
festing the  usual  symptoms  of  senile  degeneration.  He  was  suffering 
with  fatty  (dilated)  heart  and  consequent  oedema  of  lungs,  a  serious 
and  incurable  condition. 

The  nervous  prostration  for  which  he  was  pensioned  was,  by  the 
medical  action  which  fixed  his  present  rate  of  $30  per  month,  deter- 
mined to  be  epilepsy.  This  "epilepsy"  was  shown  to  be  manifested 
by  a  clonic  spasm  of  the  extremities.  There  were  no  other  signs  of 
disease  of  nervous  system  shown  by  the  evidence.  The  board  making 
this  last  examination  certify  that  he  had  epileptiform  attacks  two  or 
three  times  a  year.  This  infrequency  of  the  spasms  would  not  make 
it  necessary  for  him  to  have  the  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person;  hence  if  aid  and  attendance  were 
rendered  it  was  because  of  his  other  diseases,  and  senility.  It  is  noted 
that  the  board  recommended  the  rate  he  was  then  receiving. 

Dr.  Cronin's  affidavit,  referred  to  in  the  appeal,  appears  to  have 
been  based  upon  a  physical  examination  of  the  soldier,  hence  has  not 
as  much  weight  as  the  certificate  made  by  three  physicians  based  on  a 
like  ph3^sical  examination.  Furthennore,  pensioner's  title  to  the 
intermediate  rate  of  $50  per  month  provided  by  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  July  14,  1892,  must  be  established  by  the  certificate  of  med- 
ical examination  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  as  indicated  by  the 
following  language  used  in  said  act: 

That  soldiers  and  sailors  who  are  shown  to  be  totally  incapacitated  for  performing 
manual  labor  by  reason  of  injuries  received  or  disease  contnu^ted  in  the  service  of 
the  United  States,  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  who  are  thereby  disabled  to  such  a  degree 
as  to  require  frequent  and  periodical,  though  not  regular  and  constant,  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  pension  of  fifty  dol- 
lars i>er  month  from  and  after  the  <iate  of  Oie  certijicate  of  the  examining  surgeons  or 
board  of  eramining  surgeons  showing  such  degree  of  disability y  and  made  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  this  act. 

The  intention  of  Congress  that  the  findings  of  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons  should  determine  title  to  the  said  lute  is  further  indicated  by 
the  House  report  on  the  bill,  which  says,  among  other  things — 

The  only  objections  which  can  be  urged  against  this  bill  are,  first,  that  it  may  pos- 
sibly be  liable  to  abuse,  whereby  applicants  for  increase  may  by  ex  parte  testimony 
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undertake  to  establish  the  fact  that  their  degree  of  disability  is  such  as  to  require  fre- 
quent and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  when  in  fact  they  are  not 
so  greatly  disabled.  It  is  clear  that  the  act  fixing  the  $30  and  $72  rate  are  at  least 
equally  open  to  this  objection,  and  in  this  bill  it  is  sought  to  reduce  this  danger  to  a 
minimum  by  the  provision  that  the  increased  rate  shall  date. from  the  date  of  report 
of  board  of  examining  surgeons  showing  such  degree  of  disability.  Under  this  pro- 
vision the  findings  of  the  board  of  surgeons  is  given  precedence,  and  may  be  supple- 
mented, of  course,  but  not  controveiled  or  negatived,  by  ex  parte  testimony. 

As  before  stated,  the  certificate  of  medical  examination  does  not 
describe  a  condition  resulting  from  nervous  prostration  (epilepsy) 
which  made  it  necessary  for  the  soldier  to  have  the  frequent  and  peri- 
odical aid  and  attendance  of  another  pei*son,  hence  the  action  rejecting 
the  claim  was  fully  warranted,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 


DISABIL.ITT— RATE— ACT  JUNE  87,  1890-CEDEMA. 

Lee  K.  Janney. 

Appellant's  disability,  resulting  from  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg,  evidenced  by 
marked  swelling  of  entire  left  lower  extremity  in  marked  contrast  with  its  feK 
low,  simulating  elephantiasis,  due  to  local  oedema,  right  thigh  measuring  17 
inches,  left  IS}  inches;  right  lower  thigh  15  inches,  left  16  inches;  knees  15 
inches;  right  calf  12,  and  left  17  inches;  right  ankle  9  inches,  left  15;  right  arch 
of  foot  Sij  and  left  10  inches,  existing  in  a  degree  rendering  him  unable  to  earn 
a  support,  he  was  entitled  to  a  rate  of  $12  per  month  from  October  26,  1S99,  and 
action  is  reversed. 

Af^utant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbdl  to  tlie  Ccnnmimxmer  of  Permonis^ 

August  SI,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Lee  K.  Janney,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  H, 
One  hundred  and  forty-sixth  Ohio  National  Guards  Infantry,  while  in 
receipt  of  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  on  account  of  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor,  filed  January  25,  1897  (Certificate  No.  912564),  a  claim  for 
increase,  which  was  rejected  March  13,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the 
rate  of  pension  he  was  then  receiving  was  commensurate  with  the 
degree  of  his  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor.  The  cause 
of  pensioner's  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  was 
accepted  to  be  a  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg. 

From  the  action  rejecting  the  claim  for  increase  the  pensioner, 
through  the  recognized  attorneys  in  the  case,  filed  June  26,  1899,  an 
appeal,  contending  in  effect  that  the  disease  of  his  leg  had  become  so 
much  worse  that  he  could  not  walk  without  the  aid  of  a  cane;  that  the 
swelling  of  leg  below  the  knee  was  so  great  that  there  is  danger  of 
rupturing  the  skin  when  the  weight  of  the  body  is  brought  upon 
said  leg. 

With  the  appeal  were  filed  photographs  of  the  pensioner,  together 
with  an  afBdavit  of  Dr.  Henry  Myer  showing  the  condition  of  the 
soldier  as  revealed  by  a  physical  examination.     (See  plates  1  and  2. ) 
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Upon  the  same  date  of  filing  this  appeal  (June  26,  1899)  he  filed 
another  claim  for  increase  which,  on  July  17,  1900,  was  also  rejected 
on  the  same  grounds  as  the  former  claim  for  increase. 

There  was  received  an  the  Department  August  28,  1900,  a  commu- 
nication from  the  attorneys  in  the  case  expressing  a  desire  to  amend 
the  pending  appeal  and  stating  that  the  claimant  filed  with  his  last 
claim  for  increase  (June  26,  1899)  medical  evidence  showing  that  on 
account  of  the  swollen  condition  of  his  leg  he  is  wholly  disabled  for  all 
kinds  of  labor  or  for  business;  that  the  leg  was  twice  its  normal  size; 
that  owing  to  the  condition  of  the  leg  the  skin  is  in  danger  of  ruptur- 
ing if  he  bend  or  move  it;  that  the  leg  is  enlarged  from  foot  to  hip, 
and  '^  the  flesh  and  skin  are  like  a  solid  marble  cast." 

The  communication  closes  with  the  statement  that  the  evidence  filed 
must  have  been  passed  without  the  careful  examination  it  required, 
and  that  ^^  the  Commissioner  erred  in  rejecting  his  claim  the  17th  day 
of  July,  1900." 

This  conununication  will  be  treated  as  an  appeal  from  the  action 
l*e]ecting  the  claim  last  filed. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  medical  referee  under 
date  of  August  6,  1901,  which  accompanied  the  papers  on  appeal: 

This  claimant's  attorneys  have  appealed  from  the  medical  actions  of  February  S, 
1S99,  and  June  27,  1900.  The  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg,  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned, appears  to  be  simply  a  case  of  lymph  oedema,  and  it  is  not  an  inflammatory 
disorder,  nor  is  it  necessarily  a  painful  condition.  The  measurements  given  in  the 
reports  of  examination  made  in  1896,  1897,  and  1898,  show  as  follows:  In  1896  the 
left  knee  was  three-fourths  inch  and  the  left  calf  2  inches  lai^er  than  the  right.  In 
1897  the  left  calf  was  found  2  inches  laiger  than  the  right  In  1899  the  knees  meas- 
ured each  15  inches,  and  the  left  calf  was  6  inches  larger  than  the  right  There 
was,  therefore,  an  increase  of  3  inches  difference  between  the  calves  of  the  legs  from 
1897  to  1899.  The  claimant  had  in  1899  attained  to  the  age  of  65  years  and  pre- 
sented some  evidences  of  senile  debility.  It  is  my  opinion  that  the  rejection  of 
increase  on  February  8,  1899,  was  proper,  but  that  increase  to  $8  a  month  should 
have  been,  allowed  from  October  26,  1899.  If  the  case  is  resubmitted,  increase  to  $8 
a  month  will  be  allowed  from  October  26,  1899,  for  **  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg  and 
senility." 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  of  May  12,  1897,  on  which 
the  action  of  March  13,  1899,  was  based,  reads  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  72;  respiration,  18;  temperature,  98};  height,  5  feet  9}  inches;  weight, 
145  pounds;  age,  63  years. 

General  appearance  good;  body  well  nourished.  Skin  and  eyes  bile-tinged  and 
tongue  yellow  cx)ated .  Left  leg  (edematous  from  knee  to  ankle.  At  left  ankle  4  inches 
larger  aroimd  than  right,  and  at  calf  2  inches  larger;  skin  of  whole  leg  healthy  and 
clean  and  no  evidence  of  caune  of  swelling.  No  onlema  of  any  other  part  of  body. 
Rating,  six-eighteenths  for  disease  of  left  leg.  No  disease  of  left  foot  No  evidence 
whatever  of  disease  of  heart,  vertigo,  piles,  rheumatism,  or  general  breaking  down 
of  system.  No  disability  in  either  case.  No  rating.  No  evidence  of  dropsy  except 
that  of  left  leg  rated  above. 
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No  evidence  of  disease  of  liver,  kidneys,  or  urinary  organs.  Urine  straw  color. 
Specific  gra\nty,  1020;  acid,  no  albamen,  no  sugar.    No  disability,  no  rating. 

Claimant  is  evidently  troubled  with  indigestion  and  faulty  assimilation,  with  torpid 
liver,  with  all  reflex  sensations.  Rating  four-eighteenths  for  indigestion  and  results. 
No  evidence  of  vicious  habits. 

This  examination  showed  the  pensioner  to  be  of  ^ood  genera 
appearance,  body  well  nourished  and  free  from  all  evidences  of  disease 
other  than  the  swollen  left  leg.  The  board  expresses  the  opinion  that 
he  is  troubled  with  indigestion.  This  opinion  appears  to  have  been 
based  upon  the  pensioner's  complaints,  as  no  symptoms  of  indigestion 
are  described  in  the  certificate. 

The  only  incapacitating  condition  shown  is  the  diseased  leg.  The 
swelling  was  at  time  of  examination  limited  to  the  leg;  that  is,  from 
knee  to  ankle.  The  thigh  and  foot  were  not  then  involved.  The  skin 
over  the  whole  leg  was  "  healthy  and  clean."  It  was  not  shown  that 
the  leg  was  painful,  and  the  character  of  the  disease  makes  it  probable 
that  the  part  was  not  painful. 

In  view  of  these  facts  the  Department  concludes  that  the  rate  of 
pension,  $6  per  month,  the  soldier  was  then  receiving  was  adequate, 
and  the  action  of  March  13, 1899,  rejecting  the  claim  for  increase  filed 
January  25,  1897,  is  affirmed. 

The  soldier  was  examined  October  26,  1899,  under  the  claim  filed 
June  26,  1899,  when  his  condition  was  reported  to  be  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  80-84-90;  respiration,  17-19-24;  temperature,  98.6;  height,  5  feet  9J 
inches;  actual  weight,  148  pounds;  age,  65  years. 

Disease  of  left  foot  and  leg:  There  is  marked  swelling  of  entire  left  lower  extrem- 
ity in  marked  contrast  with  its  fellow,  simulating  elephantiasis,  due  to  local  oedema, 
the  connective  tissue  being  the  only  structure  involved.  No  disease  of  muscles  or 
bones.  This  is  due  to  some  local  vascular  trouble,  probably  athromatous,  in  poplit- 
eal or  femoral  vein.  Right  thigh  measured  17  inches;  left,  18}  inches;  right  lower 
thigh,  15  inches;  left,  16  inches;  right  knee,  15  inches;  left,  15  inches;  right  calf,  12 
inches;  left,  17  inches;  right  ankle,  9  inches;  left,  15  inches;  right  arch  of  foot,  8} 
inches;  left,  10  inches.  This  condition  causes  lameness.  Disease  of  left  leg,  enlaige- 
ment,  and  swelling  of  leg.    Rate,  eight-eighteenths. 

Disease  of  liver:  Liver  measures  5  inches  mammary  line,  no  nodules,  no  jaundice; 
3  or  4  chloasma  spots  on  ^e;  tongue  and  teeth  fair.    No  rate. 

Kidney  disease:  Urinalysis,  specific  gravity,  1020;  acid,  yellow.  No  sugar,  ^o 
albumen.    No  rate. 

Disease  of  eyes:  Conjunctivitis  of  both  eyes;  reaction  normal;  arcus  senilis  both 
eyes  well  marked;  fringe  is  most  marked  on  lower  border  of  cornea;  sees  with  either 
eye  twenty  forty-fifths.     Rate  two-eighteenths. 

Indigestion:  Teeth  fair,  tongue  coated,  face  pale,  emaciated,  distention  of  abdomen 
by  gases.  Vegetative  functions  not  well  performed.  Claimant  is  anaemic.  No  evi- 
dence of  vicious  habits.    No  other  disability. 

It  was  upon  the  showing  in  this  certificate  of  medical  examination 
that  the  adverse  action  of  July  17,  1900,  was  based.  The  medical 
referee  is  of  the  opinion  that  increase  to  $8  per  month  should  have 
been  allowed  from  the  date  of  this  last  medical  examination. 
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While  it  i8  probable  that  the  photographs  of  the  pensioner,  which 
were  filed  with  the  first  appeal,  June  26, 1899,  were  not  befoi^  the  medi- 
cal division  at  date  of  the  rejection  of  claim  for  increase,  filed  June  26, 
1899,  they  were  doubtless  considered  when  the  opinion  of  the  medical 
referee  was  prepared. 

It  is  believed  by  the  Department  that  the  photographs  referred  to 
and  the  description  of  the  soldier  in  the  last  certificate  of  examination 
show  that  his  condition  is  .such  that  he  can  not  earn  an}^  part  of  his 
support  by  manual  labor. 

The  leg  from  groin  to  toes  appears  to  be  invaded  by  the  disease- 
It  is  doubtless  true,  as  stated  by  the  medical  referee,  that  it  "is  not 
an  inflammatory  disorder,  nor  is  it  necessarily  painful,"  yet  the  leg  is 
greatly  enlarged,  hard  and  tense,  and  the  risk  assumed  in  any  attempt 
to  do  manual  labor  would  indeed  be  great. 

For  these  reasons  it  is  concluded  that  the  proposed  rate  of  $8  per 
month  is  inadequate,  and  that  the  maximum  i*ate  of  $12  per  month 
should  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  the  last  certificate  of  medical 
examination,  October  26,  1899.  For  this  purpose  the  action  of  July 
17,  1900,  is  reversed. 


FEE  AGREEMENTS— INCREASE— ACTS  OF  .JUNE  d7,  1890,  AND  MARCH  3, 

1881. 

John  H.  Afflerbach  (claimant). 
Lewis  Heininger  (attorney). 

The  fee  in  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  regardless  of  the  caose 
upon  which  said  claim  is  based,  is  governed  by  the  fourth  proviso  of  the  pension 
appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  can  not  exceed  $2. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Camjohell  to  the  Connraissioner  of  Pensians^ 

Augmt  31,  1901. 

Lewis  Heininger,  of  Washington,  D,  C,  on  July  16,  1901,  entered 
an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the 
issue  of  February  6,  1901,  in  the  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  John  H.  Afflerbach,  who  served  in  Com- 
pany C,  One  Hundred  and  Seventy-fourth  Pennsylvania  Drafted 
Militia. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  on  account  of  partial  inability  to  earn  a 
support  hy  manual  labor  from  disease  of  digestive  organs,  when  on 
September  7,  1899,  in  his  behalf,  the  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for 
increase  of  pension  under  said  act,  in  which  disease  of  digestive  organs, 
catarrh  of  stomach,  nervous  dyspepsia,  liver  trouble,  and  constipation 
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were  alleged  as  disabling  causes.  He  filed  January  3, 1901,  the  claim- 
ant's afiidavit  in  which  disease  of  heart  was  alleged  as  a  disabling  cause. 

A  medical  examination  was  held  May  16,  1900,  from  which  date  cer- 
tificate issued  February  6,  1901,  to  allow  the  rate  of  $10  per  month  for 
partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of 
digestive  organs  and  disease  of  heart.  On  said  issue  Mr.  Heininger 
was  certified  a  fee  of  $2.  On  appeal  he  contends  for  the  allowance  of 
a  fee  of  HO. 

It  appears  that  the  rate  of  $10  per  month  was  allowed  on  account 
of  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of 
digestive  organs  and  disease  of  heart.  As  has  been  stated,  the  rate 
of  $6  per  month  was  allowed  on  account  of  partial  inability  to  earn  a 
support  from  disease  of  digestive  organs. 

The  appellant  argues,  in  substance,  that  the  approval  for  the  allow- 
ance of  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  the  soldier's  inability  to 
earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of  heart  in  addition  to 
inability  from  disease  of  digestive  organs  is,  in  effect,  an  allowance  of 
additional  pension  on  account  of  disability  due  to  disease  of  heart,  and 
therefore  a  fee  of  $10  should  be  paid  to  him  for  securing  additional 
pension. 

The  question  at  issue  was  decided  by  the  Department  in  the  case, 
Joseph  F.  Smith  (7  P.  D.,  11),  dated  August  13,  1893.  It  is  there 
held  that — 

The  fee  in  a  claim  for  increase  of  pension  ander  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regard- 
less of  the  causes  upon  which  said  claim  is  based,  is  governed  by  the  fourth  proviso 
to  the  pension  appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  can  not  exceed  $2. 

The  fourth  proviso  to  the  appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  pro- 
vides as  follows: 

Hereafter  no  agent  or  attorney  shall  demand,  receive,  or  be  allowed  any  compen- 
sation under  existing  law  except  two  dollars  in  any  claim  for  increase  of  pension  on 
account  of  increase  of  disability  for  which  pension  has  been  allowed.    *    *    * 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Joseph  P.  Smith,  supra,  was  followed  by 
the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  George  Jacobs  (7  P.  D., 
39).  The  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Joseph  P.  Smith,  supra,  was 
approved  and  the  question  was  further  discussed.  In  every  case  on 
appeal  to  this  Department  in  which  was  presented  for  consideration 
the  question  as  to  the  amount  of  fee  to  be  paid  in  claims  for  increase 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed  subsequently  to  the  act  of  March 
3,  1891,  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  reducing  the  fee  in  claims 
for  increase  to  $2,  the  Department  has  invariably  followed  its  decision 
in  the  case  of  Joseph  P.  Smith,  supra.  In  that  case,  and  in  the  case 
of  George  Jacob,  the  Department  considered  at  length  argument 
similar  to  that  submitted  by  the  appellant  in  this  case.  It  is  not 
believed  that  it  is  necessary  to  say  anything  in  addition  to  the  views 
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which  have  already  been  expressed  relative  to  the  law  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  fees  in  claims  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  appellant  states  that  the  decisions  of  the  Department  upon  the 
issue  in  question  are  contrary  to  the  act  of  Congress  approved  May  9, 
1900,  but  fails  to  point  out  any  conflict  and  the  Department  is  unable 
to  discover  anv. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the  appellant  a  fee  in  excess  of 
$2  for  securing  an  increase  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
is  in  strict  accord  with  the  law  as  construed  by  this  Department  and, 
therefore,  is  affirmed. 

commencement— act  of  june  87,  1890. 
James  McHarry. 

Original  invalid  pension  granted  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  an  application  therefor,  and  the 
action  of  the  Bureau  in  commencing  the  pension  in  this  case  from  the  date  of 
the  examining  sui^eon's  certificate  of  examination  was  error. 

Ass^istant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissiorier  of  Pensionn^ 

May  H,  i90L 

The  claimant,  James  McHarry,  formerly  a  landsman  on  the  U.  S.  S. 
Gahna^  filed  on  July  28,  1890,  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  rejected  bj'  your 
Bureau  October  7,  1891,  on  the  ground  that  no  ratable  disability  had 
been  shown.  On  November  9,  1891,  claimant  filed  the  testimony  of 
A.  E.  Coy,  M.  D.,  setting  forth  that  he  was  afflicted  as  follows: 

Muscular  rheumatism  of  the  back  and  hips,  for  which  he  has  been  under  my 
treatment,  and  unable  to  attend  to  business  for  two  weeks  at  a  time.  He  is  lame  in 
the  left  ankle  from  an  injury  received  while  in  the  service.  Also  failure  of  eyesight 
(myopia). 

Affidavits  from  some  of  claimant's  neighbors  were  also  filed,  setting 
forth  that  he  was  afflicted  with  rheumatism  and  an  injured  ankle. 

On  December  5,  1891,  your  Bureau  reopened  his  case  for  further 
consideration. 

On  January  11,  1892,  he  was  medically  examined  by  the  board  at 
Chicago,  111.  On  November  7,  1892,  he  was  granted  a  pension  at  the 
rate  of  $8  a  month  from  January  11,  1892  (the  date  of  said  medical 
examination). 

On  February  18,  1897,  claimant  filed  an  application  for  increase  of 
pension  on  account  of  ''rheumatism,  injury  to  left  ankle,  and  lumbago* 
or  disease  of  the  kidneys;"  and  claiming  further: 

That  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  6,  1896,  he  is 
justly  entitled  to  a  re(K)nsideration  of  his  claim ;  that  he  was  disabled  in  a  pensionable 
degree  at  the  date  of  filing  his  first  declaration  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
June  27y  1890;  and  that  under  the  act  of  March  6, 1896,  his  pension  should  date  from 
the  original  filing,  some  time  in  the  yesir  1890  (July  28) ,  instead  of  from  Janoar}'  11, 
1892. 
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On  April  25,  1899,  your  Bureau  rejected  the  claimant's  application. 

On  April'  29,  1899,  he  appealed  from  said  action,  contending,  first, 
that  he  should  be  allowed  the  highest  rate  allowed  by  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890;  second,  that  there  should  be  '^a  reissue  of  pension,  to  cover 
the  time  from  the  date  of  his  first  application  to  the  date  wnen  the 
pension. was  made  to  commence.'' 

These  facts  were  presented  for  your  consideration  by  this  Depart- 
ment on  November  23,  1900,  and  your  further  attention  invited  to  the 
fact  that  the  records  in  the  claim  disclosed  the  fact  that  you  had  caused 
appellant's  pension  to  commence  on  January  11,  1892,  the  date  of  a 
medical  examination,  instead  of  on  July  28,  1890,  the  date  when  he 
filed  his  declaration. 

The  above  facts  were  presented  with  the  request  that  you  report 
your  reasons  for  such  action,  stating  under  what  statute  or  ruling  said 
action  was  based. 

Your  attention  was  also  invited  to  the  fact  that  section  2  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  provides  specifically  that  pensions  thereunder — 

Shall  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  Office. 
I  have  received  your  report,  in  which  you  state  that — 

The  date  of  commencement  from  date  of  medical  examination  finding  a  ratable 
disability  was  in  accordance  with  the  practice  at  the  time,  though  the  medical 
branch  usually  fixed  the  date. 

The  report  of  your  medical  referee,  to  which  you  invite  my  atten- 
tion, is  as  follows: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  February  16, 1899,  of  the  claim  for  increase 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  March  6, 
1896,  filed  February  18,  1897.  The  claimant  is  pensioned  at  $8  a  month  for 
rheumatism. 

The  original  application  for  pension  under  this  act  which  was  filed  July  28,  1890, 
was  rejected  October  7,  1891.  It  was  subsequently  reopened,  a  new  medical  exami- 
nation held,  and  a  pension  of  $8  a  month  granted  (Order  164),  for  rheumatism  the 
date  of  commencement  being  fixed  by  the  legal  branch  of  the  office  at  January  11, 
1892,  the  date  of  this  new  medical  examination. 

A  careful  review  of  all  the  papers  in  the  case  warrants  the  opinion,  first,  that  a 
ratable  disability  under  this  act,  even  as  it  was  then  construed  (Order  164),  was  not 
shown  prior  to  January  11,  1892;  second,  that  the  rate  of  |8  is  now  ample  rating  for 
all  the  permanent  disability  shown  in  this  case,  every  cause  of  disability  being  con- 
sidered. The  denial  of  increase  and  of  rerating  under  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  is, 
BO  far  as  this  division  is  concerned,  correct  and  in  accordance  with  the  papers  in  the 


The  action  of  February  16,  1899,  is  therefore  adhered  to. 

It  can  scarcely  be  maintained  that  at  the  inception  of  adjudications 
under  this  statute  it  was  advisable  to  place  in  the  hands  of  your  med- 
ical force  the  adjustment  of  matters  wholly  legal  in  character,  nor  is  it 
understood  how,  in  an  original  adjudication,  the  very  plain  language 
of  the  statute — 

shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  Office — 
could  be  overlooked  or  misconstrued. 
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If,  a.s  stated,  the  medical  officers  of  your  Bureau  **  usually  fixed  the 
date"  (of  commencement),  this  was  an  eiToneous  assignment  of  a 
legal  duty. 

But  in  this  particular  case  it  would  appear  that  the  medical  officers 
did  not  fix  the  date,  but  that  it  was  established  by  those  whose  ordi- 
nary duty  it  would  be  to  fix  rates  and  dates  of  commencement, 
although  the  approval  for  commencement  from  date  of  filing  original 
declaration  was  canceled  and  the  date  of  the  medical  examination  waas 
substituted. 

Assuredly  it  may  not  be  charged  that  the  statute  is  ambiguous  or 
subject  to  doubt  as  to  its  meaning  or  proper  construction. 

Nor  have  I  been  able  to  discover  that  the  Department  has  in  any 

way  contributed  to  this  unfortunate  construction  of  the  law  in  ques- 

tion.     On  the  contrary,  within  a  few  days  over  a  month  after  this  law 

received  the  approval  of  Congress  the  then  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

upon  his  own  inquiry  as  to  the  point  in  question,  was,  August  6, 1890, 

advised  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  that — 

The  Department  holds,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  Jane  27, 
1890,  and  with  rulings  already  made  construing  the  same,  that  the  date  of  pensions, 
granted  under  said  act,  must  begin  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  formal  application. 
♦    ♦    *    (Vol.  4  P.  D.,  140.) 

In  the  claim  of  Timothy  L.  Carley  (7  P.  D.,  12),  decided  August  18, 

1893,  this  ruling  was  reasserted,  as  follows,  in  so  far  as  the  direct  issue 

in  question  is  concerned: 

All  pensions  granted  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  for  disabilities  which 
incapacitate  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  in  such  a  degree  a^  to  render  the 
claimant  unable  to  earn  a  support  should  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the 
application  therefor  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  after  the  passage  of  said  act,  upon 
proof  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at  the  time  such  application  was  filed. 

This  ruling  was  reaffirmed  in  the  claim  of  Alexander  Eastman, 
November  7,  1896  (8  P.  D.,  358),  and  in  the  claim  of  Galen  Peters, 
August  3,  1897  (9  P.  D.,  102);  again,  February  17,  1898,  in  the  claim 
of  KoUin  Lewis  (9  P.  D.,  216);  also,  December  31,  1898,  in  the  claim 
of  Preston  M.  Rohn  (10  P.  D.,  72). 

Thus  it  will  be  observed  the  printed  decisions  and  instructions  of 
the  Department  upon  this  issue  present  an  unbroken  line  of  direct, 
specific,  and  harmonious  directions. 

This  claim  was  adjudicated  in  November,  1892,  subsequent  to  the 
reception  in  your  Bureau  of  well -defined  directions  upon  the  exact 
point  in  issue,  and  in  direct  conflict  therewith.  The  Department 
never  possessed  authority  to  modify  or  direct,  or  to  consent  to  modi- 
fication or  change  by  the  Bureau  of  the  plain  and  unqualified  provisions 
of  the  law. 

If  it  was  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau  that,  under  the  original  claim, 
the  proof  disclosed  no  pensionable  conditions  under  the  statute^  no 
issue  should  have  been  made.     The  claim  should  have  been  rejected. 
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The  action  as  to  date  of  commencement  was  clearly  error  and  without 
authority  of  law. 

October  29,  1891,  the  claimant  executed  an  affidavit  which  was  filed 
in  3^our  Bureau,  November  9,  1891,  reciting  that — 

He  is  applicant  No.  20470  for  i)enBion,  act  27  Jiine,  1890.  He  feels  that  great 
injustice  has  been  done  him  in  the  rejection  of  his  claim  by  the  doctors.  The  con- 
dition of  his  eyes  is  such  as  to  disqualify  him  for  any  work  at  any  time  by  gaslight, 
or  any  other  than  sunlight.  He  is  entirely  disabled  for  any  occupation  involving 
ordinary  manual  labor,  on  accomit  of  pain  in  back,  disease  of  kidneys,  and  injury 
to  left  ankle,  causing  him  to  be  lame.  •  That  even  in  his  light  work  as  a  barl)er  he 
suffers  more  or  less  all  the  time  from  weakness  and  pain  in  the  region  of  the  kidneys. 
So  in  the  past  year  he  has  been  entirely  laid  up  repeatedly  for  a  week  or  ten  days  at 
a  time,  and  much  of  the  time  when  trying  to  w^ork  must  quit  from  one  to  three  hours 
before  end  of  day  on  account  of  these  pains.     He  prays  his  case  may  be  reconsidered. 

On  the  27th  day  of  March,  1901,  this  Department  reviewed  the 
rejected  pension  claim  of  John  A.  Martin,  late  of  Company  D,  First 
Battalion  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  under  docket  numbered 
50873.  This  also  was  a  claim  under  the  acts  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
March  6,  1896. 

This  decision  is  found  in  P.  L.  Book  No.  418,  and  discloses  the  fol- 
lowing facts  and  finding: 

Soldier  filed  his  first  declaration  for  pension  September  16,  1890,  in  which  causes 
for  disability  were  alleged  which  were  not  found  to  exist  by  medical  examination 
made  under  the  claim.  Subsequently  he  filed  an  affidavit  in  which  additional  dis- 
abilities were  alleged.  A  medical  examination  revealed  a  pensionable  condition  and 
pension  was  made  to  begin  from  the  date  of  said  affidavit,  which  met  all  the  require- 
ments of  a  valid  declaration. 

Held:  That  no  .error  was  made  by  such  adjudication,  as  the  evidence  in  the  case 
failed  to  show  a  pensionable  condition  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  the  affidavit,  June  9, 
1892. 

The  affidavit  in  the  case  at  bar,  filed  in  the  Bureau  November  9, 
1891,  may  properly  be  treated  as  a  declaration  for  pension,  and  it  is 
accepted  as  such.  It  remains  to  be  ascertained  whether  or  not  on  that 
date  this  claimant  was  ratably  disabled,  as  provided  by  the  act  in 
question. 

One  month  after  the  filing  of  this  paper  the  Bureau  directed  a  medi- 
cal examination  under  very  careful  instructions  by  its  medical  officers. 

This  examination  was  held  a  month  later,  January  11,  1892,  the 

claimant  stating  to  the  surgeons  that — 

He  makes  the  following  statement  u|X)n  which  he  bases  his  claim  for  original 
(pension) :  Left  ankle  was  injured  by  recoil  of  gun  on  U.  S.  S.  Galena  at  Fort  Moiigan, 
Mobile  Bay,  August  5,  1864,  and  has  been  lame  ever  since.  Is  subject  to  lumbago; 
pain  in  small  of  b^ck  and  hips — ^at  times  unable  to  stand  erect.  Sight  has  been 
gradually  failing  for  last  five  years.  Is  a  barber  by  occupation;  frequently  is  unable 
to  work. 

Thereupon  the  board  of  surgeons  proceeded  to  examine  the  claimant, 
stating  as  follows: 

Upon  examination  we  find  the  following  objective  oonditlona:  Pulj*e  rate,  84; 
respiration,  18;  temperature,  98.2;  height,  5  feet  4  inches;  weight,  178  pounds;  ajze, 
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50  years.  No  visible  evidence  of  injury  to  left  ankle — no  enlargement,  no  deformity. 
Both  ankles  same  measurement — over  malleoli,  lOJ  inches;  over  instep,  9J  inches 
There  is  chronic  inflammation  ojf  tarsal  joint,  no  pain  on  manipulation  or  jarring: 
limps  in  locomotion.  On  injury  to  left  ankle  six-eighteenths.  Kidneys  are  nonnal; 
urine  acid,  sp.  gr.  1012;  color,  pale  straw;  abnormal;  no  sugar  by  Haines's  te»t;  no 
albumen  by  heat  and  nitric  acid.  On  kidney  disease  no  eighteenths.  Sight  is  nor- 
mal for  age — both  eyes,  twenty-sixtieths  hyperopic  astigmatism,  corpe<;teid  by  glasses 
to  twenty-twentieths.  Disease  of  eyes  no  eighteenths.  Both  shoulders  and  left 
elbow  decidedly  crepitant  and  painful  on  manipulation;  also  pain  on  bendinf;  of 
body  or  hips.  Heart  normal.  Rheumatism  eight-eighteenths.  No  other  disability 
found. 

On  the  same  date  and  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  of 
November  9,  1891,  claimant  filed  the  testimony  of  several  friends  and 
neighbors  indicating  an  impairment  in  his  ability  to  earn  a  support  by 
manual  labor,  from  causes  stated  and  found  by  the  surgeons. 

It  is  believed  this  claimant  was  entitled  to  the  minimum  rating  from 
the  date  of  filing  his  declaration,  November  9, 1891,  and  the  papers  in 
the  claim  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication  in  accordance  with 
this  view. 

Title  to  a  rating  from  an  earlier  date  is  not  shown. 

In  April,  1891,  when  first  medicallj'  examined,  soldier  was  50  yeai-s 
of  age,  5  feet  2  inches  in  height,  weighed  162  pounds.  Little  evidence 
of  disability  from  an>'  of  the  causes  alleged  was  found.  Soldier  was 
rated  two-eighteenths  for  lumbago. 

The  medical  examination  of  November,  1898,  discloses  no  material 
change  in  soldier's  condition.    He  is  clearly  not  entitled  to  increase. 

Your  action  in  the  premises,  save  as  to  date  of  commencement,  i?^ 
affirmed. 


FKE— FKE  AGRKEMKX1>i— DEPENI>KNT  PAllENT'S  C'I.J^.IMS— SECTIOX  4707, 
REVISED  STATUTES,  AXD  ACT  OF  JUNE  27,  1890. 

Mary  IIorax,  Mother  (claimant). 
James  F.  Ruswxd  (attorney'). 

Under  the  fourth  section  of  the  aet  of  June  *J7,  1890,  fee  of  but  $10  can  ))e  paid  an 
attorney  for  servieeH  in  a  elaini  tiled  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  said  aet;  and 
the  (]uestion  a»«  to  whether  a  dejHjndent  parent's  claim  waf«  properly  j^ranted 
under  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  said  act  can  not  \ye  decided  ui>on  ap])eal  as 
to  a  question  of  fee,  but  the  remedy  must  \m  sought  in  an  application  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  for  a  readjudication  of  a  claim  and  a  reissue  under 
the  general  law  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  tirst  section  of  the  a<-t 
of  June  27,  1890. 

Af<i<fi<tant  Sect^etary  F,  L,  Caviphell  to  the  Cmtmiismfmer  of  Pen»iom 

Auijmt  3U  1901. 

James  F.  Rusling,  of  Trenton,  N.  J.,  on  July  25,  1901,  filed  a 
motion  to  reconsider  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  July  16, 19()1, 
affirming  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  him  a  fee  in  excess  of 
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$10  upon  issue  to  allow  a  dependent  parent's  pension  under  the  at't  of 
June  27,  1890,  in  the  above-entitled  case. 

Certificate  issued  August  14,  1900,  in  the  claim  to  allow  pension  to 
Mary  Horan  as  dependent  mother  of  John  Horan,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  On  said  issue  a 
fee  of  $10  was  certified  to  the  appellant.  He  contended  for  a  fee  of 
$25  under  articles  of  agreement.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  was 
afiirmed  upon  the  ground  that  a  fee  in  excess  of  $10  can  not  be  certi- 
fied to  an  attorney  for  his  services  in  securing  an  allowance  of  pension 
under  the  act  of  eTune  27,  1890. 

In  this  motion  as  upon  appeal,  Mr.  Kusling  argues  that  pension 
should  have  been  allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law. 
Such  contention  is  not  in  point.  The  fact  is  that  pension  has  been 
allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Whether 
right  or  wrong  the  action  of  the  Bui-eau  in  allowing  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1900,  can  not  be  reviewed,  as  said  question  relates 
solely  to  the  merits  of  the  claim  for  pension.  The  action  of  the 
Bureau  in  a  claim  upon  its  merits  can  not  ho  reviewed  upon  appeal 
from  its  action  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

The  appellant  complains  that  the  proper  fee  has  not  been  certified  to 
him.  For  the  purpose  of  suppoi^ting  his  contention  for  a  greater  fee 
than  has  been  certified  to  him,  he  declares  that  pension  in  this  case 
should  have  been  allowed  pursuant  to  some  law  other  than  that  under 
which  the  claim  was  approved;  but  he  has  taken  no  steps  looking  to 
the  correction  of  the  error  which  he  asserts  has  been  committed.  He 
permits  the  supposed  error  to  remain  uncorrected  and  takes  steps  look- 
ing  to  the  payment  of  a  fee  for  services  in  such  claim  as  he  believes 
should  have  been  allowed  by  the  Bureau. 

The  rule  is,  and  in  conformity  therewith  this  Department  has  inva- 
riably held,  that  only  such  fee  shall  be  paid  as  the  law  directs  for  such 
pension  as  has  been  secur-ed  by  an  attorney  for  a  claimant. 

In  this  case  pension  has  been  secured  by  the  appellant  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  fii-st  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  One  of  the 
plain  mandates  contained  in  section  4  of  said  act  is  that  a  fee  m  excess 
of  $10  can  not  be  paid  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  189(i.  Therefoi^  a  fee  in  excess  of 
$10  can  not  be  paid  for  services  in  a  claim  under  said  act.  (See  case 
of  Sarah  O.  Stockwell,  10  P.  D.,  428.) 

No  error  is  found  in  the  decision  of  the  Department;  therefore  this 
motion  is  overruled. 
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ixcukrence— line  of  duty-evidence— pkesumption. 

Francis  Baltzer. 

The  prior  sounclnese  of  the  claimant  beinjj  well  establisheil  and  it  >)ein^  nhown  that 
lie  performed  active  duty  of  the  most  aniuoiis  character,  imme<Hately  foUowiuir 
which  he  was  taken  sick  with  a  congestive  chill  and  sent  to  hospital,  where  aftt*r 
three  months'  treatment  he  was  dii^charged  the  service  on  account  of  iii^iinal 
hernia  and  synovitis  of  the  knee  joint,  and  there  l)ein^  no  intimation  thai  he 
was  at  any  time  outside  the  line  of  duty,  it  will  lie  presumed  that  his  alleirtHl 
double  hernia  was  the  result  of  his  militarv  service  in  line  of  dutv. 

Ai<Hif<t(tnt  Set^nttary  F,  L,  Cariiphtll  to  the  C<niunlmHmer  of  Pem^ltnn^, 

Aug  mi  SI.  190  L 

Francis  Baltzer,  late  of  Company  E,  Eighty-fourth  Illinois  Infantiy, 
is  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  $12  per  montii.  on 
account  of  disability  arising  from  double  inguinal  hernia  (complete 
and  complicated),  disease  of  rectum,  and  rheumatism.  Previous  to 
the  allowance  of  that  pension  he  had  tiled,  March  5,  1878,  a  claim 
under  the  general  law,  in  which  he  alleges  that  at  Camp  Smith,  near 
Nashville,  Tenn. ,  about  December  26,  1862,  he  wa^s  biken  with  a  con- 
gestive chill  and  became  paralyzed,  caused  bv  cold  and  exposure. 
When  partiall}'  convalescent  and  while  in  hospital,  he  was  taken 
with  severe  pains  in  his  abdomen,  and  when  the  surgeons  examined 
him  he  was  pronounced  to  be  badly  ruptured,  and  the  opinion  was 
expressed  that  the  same  was  caused  by  overexertion  and  carrying  too 
much  weight  upon  his  person.  In  another  statement,  filed  July  11. 
1881,  claimant  alleged  that  it  was  in  the  latter  part  of  December,  1862, 
he  was  taken  with  a  congestive  chill  and  severe  vomiting,  and  became 
so  pai*alyzed  as  to  be  wholl}'  unable  to  move  any  portion  of  his  body 
except  his  tongue  and  eyes;  that  he  had  severe  pains  in  his  abdomen, 
and  after  examination  b}'  a  surgeon  was  pronounced  to  be  ruptured. 
Still  another  statement,  filed  January  80,  1S91.  is  substantially  to  the 
same  effect  as  regards  the  rupture,  and  shows  in  addition  that  claim- 
ant's knees  swelled  to  a  great  size  from  inflammatory  rheumatism. 

Claimant  was  discharged  the  service  on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of 
disabilitv  on  account  of  "injjuinal  hernia  and  chronic  svnovitis  of  the 
knee  joint.-'  A  special  examination  of  the  claim  was  held,  after  which 
it  was  rejected  May  26,  18S4,  on  the  ground  that— 

The  record  fails  to  show  that  the  hernia  mentioned  therein  wasincurre<l  in  nervice 
and  line  of  duty;  claimant's  means  of  obtaining;  infonnation  have  been  exhausted 
without  proving  his  title  to  jx^nsion.  Some  of  the  tentinumy  obtained  tends  to  show 
that  the  hernia  existed  prior  to  enlistment,  none  <»f  it  shows  when  or  where  the  rup- 
tures were  incurre<i,  di.«crepant  stories  are  toUl  as  to  origin,  attributed  to  claimant, 
and  no  satisfactory  testimony  shows  existence  of  a  double  hernia  at  the  date  of  dis- 
charge or  in  the  seivice. 

Some  additional  evidence  was  tiled  ;Nliicli  '.v:is  ^-Id  !K)t  to  change  the 
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status  of  the  cUiiiii.  and  an  appeal  was  taken  June  26,  1897.  In  the 
eonsidemtion  of  that  appeal  September  25,  1897,  it  was  pointed  out 
that  while  the  evidence  was  far  from  explicit  and  failed  to  show  the 
time  and  manner  of  the  incurrence  of  alleged  hernia  by  the  soldier, 
yet  there  was  nothing  adverse  to  his  allegations  as  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  he  lirst  discovered  that  he  was  ruptured.  It  was  further 
shown  that  the  special  examination  was  deticient  in  that  it  did  not 
St  cure  a  full  historv  of  the  claimant  while  in  the  service,  and  it  was 
directed  that  the  claim  should  be  reopened  for  the  puipose  of  holding 
a  further  special  examination.  This  was  done  in  1898,  and  as  a  result 
the  claim  was  again  rejected  November  28,  1898,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  failed  to  establish  origin  of  the  alleged  hernia  in  line'  of 
duiv. 

The  soldier  was  enlisted  August  8,  1862,  and  was  discharged  for  dis- 
aljilitv,  as  stated,  March  10.  1868.  The  records  show  that  he  entered 
genenil  hospital  No.  2,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  December  7,  1862,  and  was 
treated  therein  until  his  discharge  from  service  in  March,  1863.  The 
cerriticate  of  disa})ility  merely  recites  the  nature  of  his  disability  at 
the  time  of  his  discharge,  namely,  ''inguinal  hernia  and  chronic  syno- 
vitis of  the  kn(*e  joint."  As  already  seen,  the  claimant  alleged  that  he 
was  taken  sick  December  2iy,  1862,  whereas  the  record  shows  that  he 
W!is  in  hospital  as  early  as  December  7,  1862.  This  discrepancy 
has  not  })een  explained,  but  the  claimant's  allegation  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  he  was  taken  sick  seems  to  be  well  sustained  by  the  testimony 
of  comnides.  That  is,  it  is  testified  that  he  was  taken  with  a  con- 
gostive  chill  and  was  sent  immediately  to  hospital,  and  a  number  after- 
ward heard  that  he  suffered  from  a  rupture  or  hernia.  Only  one  or 
two,  however,  appear  to  have  known  of  the  disability  from  having 
seen  it  up  to  the  time  of  his  discharge  frcmi  the  service.  Dr.  Joseph 
H.  (rreen  has  testified  as  follows: 

1  was  a  ward  Hurjreon  in  hospitals  Noh.  2  and  3,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  from  March, 
1SH2,  to  Septeniljer,  18()5:  that  sometime  in  November  or  December.  1862,  this  sol- 
dier came  mider  my  treatment  in  said  hospital  for  congestive  chills,  with  temix)rary 
paralysis  following.  He  was  also  suffering  from  a  double  inguinal  hernia,  which  no 
truss  in  the  hosj)ital  would  retain.  He  remained  in  hospital  No.  2  until  discharged 
from  the  service,  March,  1868. 

The  difficultv  in  this  case  is  not  that  the  claimant  did  not  have  the 
disabilities  alleged,  but  that  the  exact  cause  of  the  heinia,  or  double 
hernia,  is  not  shown.  Dr.  (ireen  does  not  sustain  the  claimant's  state- 
ment that  the  hernia  was  probably  produced  by  a  severe  spell  of  vom- 
iting. Furthermore,  his  testimony  indicates  that  the  double  hernia 
already  existed  when  claimant  entered  the  hospital.  The  determination 
of  the  case  depends,  therefore,  upon  whether  the  circumstances  of  the 
.soldier's  service  will  justify  the  presumption  that  the  disability  grew 
out  of  or  was  produced  })v  his  arduous  duties  as  a  soldier,  as  alleged 
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by  him.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  ground  of  rejection,  as  hereinbe- 
fore quoted,  is  technically  correct,  but  certain  facts  are  shown  which 
go  far  to  indicate  that  the  claimant  is  probably  justified  in  his 
allegations. 

In  the  first  place,  it  may  be  stated  that  the  intimation  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  hernia  previous  to  enlistment  is  abundantly  disproved  by 
the  testimony  secured  in  the  last  special  examination  of  persons  who 
were  intimately  associated  with  him  and  who  had  seen  him  in  a  nude 
state  while  swimming  and  otherwise  for  several  years  before  he 
enlisted.  In  the  next  place,  it  is  equally  well  proven  that  the  march 
of  the  regiment  from  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  in  October 
and  November,  1862,  was  extremely  long  and  severe,  and  the  men 
were  subjected  to  man}-  hardships,  as  declared  by  the  claimant.  It  is 
shown  that  during  this  march  the  men  carried  heavy  weights  in  the 
way  of  extra  clothing  and  accouterments;  that  some  days  they  had  to 
march  and  countermarch  long  distances;  that  they  were  frequeutly 
compelled  to  lift  and  remove  large  trees  and  other  obstructions  which 
the  enemy  had  placed  across  the  road;  that  they  were  forced  to  cross 
streams  and  climb  mountains,  and  that  the  whole  route  was  one  of 
constant  strain  and  endurance.  Whether  the  claimant  incurred  his 
disability  by  reason  of  this  service  can  not  be  known.  It  is  very  cer- 
tain that  just  after  arrival  in  Nashville  he  had  the  attack  which  neces- 
sitated his  going  to  hospital.  It  is  further  true  that  during  all  this 
period  the  claimant  is  shown  to  have  been  a^  active  and  diligent  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties  as  any  of  his  commdes  and  there  is  no  inti- 
mation that  he  was  out  of  line  of  dutv  for  even  the  shortest  time. 

It  is  well  understood  that  in  the  matter  of  disabilities  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  one  alleged  it  is  desirable  to  have  proof  of  the  exact  time, 
place,  and  circumstances  of  incurrence.  It  would  seem,  too,  that  a 
person  so  afflicted  would  be  able  to  tell  just  when  he  incurred  the  dis- 
ability', and  yet  it  is  a  remarkable  fact,  as  regards  this  particular 
disa})ility,  that  many  i>c?rsons  have  suftered  from  it  not  knowing  that 
thev  had  it,  or  at  loa.st  the  nature  of  the  same,  until  informed  l)V  a 
physician,  just  as  this  claimant  alleges  was  the  fact  in  his  case.  It  is 
possible,  therefore,  that  his  hcMivy  duties  during  the  march  referred 
to  and  the  serious  sickness  that  followed  mav  have  been  the  instrumen- 
talities  which  brought  a))Out  the  alleged  rupture,  or  ruptures.  In 
view  of  all  the  facts  heretofon*  indicated,  it  is  believed  that  it  would 
be  >)ut  just  to  so  hold,  and  to  dtn-lare  that  the  said  disability  was  tl)e 
result  of  service  in  line  of  dutv. 

There  is  good  authority  for  this  position  in  former  decisions  of  this 
Department  wherein  it  was  ruled  that  when  prior  soundness  of  a  sol- 
dier was  well  established,  and  it  was  shown  that  he  wa.s  suffering  at  the 
time  of  his  discharge  from  a  disability  incident  to  the  service,  and  there 
was  nothing  adverse  show'n  by  the  evidence,  it  would  be  presumed  that 


DECISIONS    RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  519 

the  disability  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty.  In  this  particular  ea^e*  at 
any  rate,  the  facts  seem  to  justify  such  a  presumption.  And  this  is 
further  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  the  rei'ord,  aIthou|ifh  it  does  not 
show  the  cause  or  origin  of  the  hernia,  (H)ntains  no  intimation  that  it 
was  not  the  result  of  the  service.  It  is  concluded,  therefore,  that  the 
claimant  is  entitled  to  a  pension  on  account  of  the  vsaid  disability,  and 
the  action  rejecting  this  claim  is  accordingly  reverstKl. 

As  regards  the  fact  that  claimant  alleged  only  that  he  wius  badly 
ruptured,  as  told  him  by  the  surgeon,  without  stating  whether  the 
rupture  was  single  or  double,  and  as  the  certificate  of  disability  only 
mentions  an  inguinal  hernia,  it  might  be  inferred  that  there  wits  but 
one  hernia  existing  while  he  was  in  the  service,  but  inasmuch  as  Dr. 
Green  testified  positively  that  there  was  a  double  hernia  while  the 
claimant  was  in  the  hospital,  and  other  evidence  shows  that  he  has  had 
the  same  since  discharge,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  lK)th  hernim 
were  incurred  about  the  same  time,  and  that  claimant\s  allegations  are 
sufficient  to  cover  both.  The  papers  are  herewith  returned  with  direc- 
tion that  the  claim  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  the  views  h(»rein 
expressed. 


appeal— review— fek  agreementr-difkic'ulty  and  thorhle. 

Annie  Higoins,  widow  ((^.aimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorn  kys). 

UiM)n  api)eal  the  papern  in  a  claini  will  not  \h.i  reviewnl  t<>  det*»nnin«  whether  tho 
Connninnioner  of  Pensions  properly  refuned  to  recojmizt'  articlen  of  aKreeinent  in 
a  (!laini  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  unleHH  the  factn  an  recit^nl  on  up{K>a}  prewnt 
Huch  showing  ax  would  warrant  the  Indief  that  khwh  injuHtice  luu*  Immmi  tlnne  in 
refuHinj?  to  recoj<nize  articles  of  asjreenient. 

A-XMi^tant   Srr/'efnri/J^l  L,  (\niij>heU  to  the  (JoiiiiiUHHtohtr  of  PmHtimH^ 

Augmt  /?/,  UK)L 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  May  0,  11*01,  filed 
amotion  to  reconsider  the  decision  of  the  I)e[>artment  of  April  17, 
11*01,  in  the  claim  of  Annie,  widow  of  Henry  Hi^^ins,  (^onijMiiiy  D, 
Ninety-seventh  Pennsylvania  Volunte(»r  Infantry,  affirming  the  u<'tion 
of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  certify  to  them  a  fee*  in  excess  of  %\{) 
(certificate  No.  3<V4.S76). 

On  March  8, 181*3,  the  late  (leorge  K.  Ijcmon,  of  Washington,  1).  ( '., 
in  l>ehalf  of  the  claimant,  filed  a  declaration  for  a  widow's  pension 
under  the  general  law.  Certificate  issued  June  12,  isii*;,  to  allow  |)en- 
sion  in  the  claim  at  *^H  per  month  from  ()ctob<»r  1m,  181*2,  the  date  of 
the  soldier's  d(*ath.  with  ^2  additional  on  a(!Count  of  each  minor  <'hild 
of  the  soldier. 
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Mr.  Lemon,  July  16, 1896,  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Bureau,  in  which 
he  claiuied  that  the  widow  should  have  been  allowed  the  nite  of  ^Vl 
per  month  in  lieu  of  ^8,  as  the  evidence  established  that  she  and  the 
soldier  had  contracted  a  common-law  marriage  prior  to  March  19,  IsSo, 
the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  increasing  the  rat<3  from  $8  to  '^12 
per  month  to  wndow  pensioners  who  were  married  to  the  soldier  on 
account  of  whose  service  and  death  their  claims  are  made  prior  to  tlie 
approval  of  said  act. 

The  appellants,  on  October  2,  1897,  filed  articles  of  agreement  stipu- 
lating for  the  pa^mentof  a  fee  of  $25.  They  entered,  October  6, 1S97, 
an  appeal  from  the  a<*tion  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  allow  the  rate 
of  $12  per  month.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  was  reversed  by  decision 
of  this  Department,  dated  January  81,  1899,  and  on  March  4,  1S99, 
certificate  issued  to  correct  the  rate  of  pension  allowed  from  $8  jK^r 
month  to  $12  per  month.  On  said  issue  Messrs.  Stevens  &  Ck>.  were 
certified  a  fee  of  $10.  On  appeal  they  contend  for  the  payment  of  a 
fee  of  $25'  under  said  articles  of  agreement. 

Relative  to  the  issue  presented  the  Department  said: 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Coniniinsipner  of  Pensions  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  did 
not  require  such  service?*  by  an  attorney  as  would  warrant  the  recognition  of  articles 
of  agreement.  Tlie  que^stion  is*  one  for  the  (V)niniis>ioner  of  Pensions  to  de<*i<ie,  and 
it  api)ear8  that  he  has  pa*«sed  upon  it.  The  claim  is  not  one  of  the  cla8B(%«  which  the 
law  directs  that  fee  afijreements  shall  be  recognizwi,  if  filed,  nor,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions,  is  it  one  of  such  difficulty  an<i  trouble  a«  to  warrant  him 
in  recognizing  fee  agreements.  Therefore,  the  action  of  the  Burt»au  in  refusing  to 
certify  a  ft»e  in  excess  of  $^10  was  proper.  (Si»e  case  of  Merrill  B.  I^mnion,  certitic'ate 
No.  28402,  .H8  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  117.) 

In  thi.s  motion  for  reconsideration  the  appellants  state  as  follows: 

The  (juestion  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  recognition  of  fee  agreements  for  $25  in  an 
allegtHl  case  of  difficulty  and  trouble.  It  is  held  that  inasmuch  as  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  it  wius  not  a  case  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  therefore, 
the  refusal  to  certify  a  greater  fee  than  610  was  proper.  In  other  words,  it  i»  apjjar- 
entlv  hei<l  that  the  Secretarv  of  the  Interior  has  no  authoritv  to  review  a  decision  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  as  to  what  should  beconsidereti  aeaseof  difficultvand 
trouble.  The  merits  of  the  (juestinn  whether  or  not  the  case  wai?  one  of  difficulty 
and  trouble,  were  not  considered,  but  the  case  was  apparently  dccide<l  on  the  legal 
proposition  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  no  appellate  jurisdiction  on  the 
question.     It  is  l)elievetl  that  the  proposition  is  erroneous.     *    *    * 

It  has  lH*cn  held  in  the  ca^  of  K.  H.  Gelston  &  Co.,  attorneys  for  Julia  Newcomh 
(5  P.  I).,  419),  that  the  exercise  of  the  discretionary  power  of  the  Commissitmer  of 
Pensions  in  determining  the  allowance  of  the  fee  of  §?2o  in  difficulty  and  trouble  cases 
is  a  matter  exclusively  within  that  officer's  control,  and  that  the  Department  will  not 
interfere  except  in  a  <'ase  of  extraonlinary  and  flagrant  injustice.  ThedecL<?ion  in  the 
case  at  ])ar  seems  to  go  a  step  further  and  to  hold  that  the  Dejiartment  will  not  inter- 
fere in  any  cas<\  It  is  submitte<l  that  if,  in  the  case  of  Newcomb,  the  decision  wai* 
correct  in  so  far  as  it  re<'ogniz€Ml  the  n»viewing  authority  of  the  Secn»tary  of  the  Inte- 
rior in  such  cases,  it  is  not  aj)parent  why  the  authority  was  liniite<l  to  cases  of  extra- 
onlinary  injustice.  It  wouM  set*m  that  a  case  c»f  ordinary  injustice  inasmuch  within 
the  authority  of  the  »Secretary  to  correct  as  a  case  of  extraordinary  injustice.     If  (he 
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Secretary  has  appellate  authority  in  one  ola**?,  he  also  ha.*  it  in  the  other.  To  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  the  case  \vaj<  one  of  extraonlinary  injustice  involves*  hu  inquiry 
into  the  fact*?  of  the  cai«e.  Such  an  inquiry  wa:?  apparently  (lenie<i  in  the  case  at 
bar.     ♦    *    * 

Urujuestionably  the  Department  has  appellate  jurisdiction  as  to  the 
allowance  of  fees  in  claims  for  pension  where  there  is  an  issue  between 
the  Bureau  and  the  attorney  who  prosecutes  a  claim  as  to  the  amount 
of  fee  to  be  allowed  for  his  services  therein,  and  an  appeal  will  lie 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter.  Upon  appeal  presenting 
such  question  the  Department  will  determine  whether  the  proper 
amount  has  )>een  certified,  and,  when  germane  to  the  issue,  determine 
whether  the  claim  is  one  in  which  a  fee  of  not  more  than  $25  can  l>e 
certified,  or  whether  a  fee  of  $10  only  can  be  certified.  This  latter 
question  seems  to  be  what  is  presented  by  this  motion,  i.  e.,  whether 
the  fee  in  the  present  case  shall  be  $25  or  $10.  As  stated,  appellants 
contend  that  the  case  involved  so  much  difficultv  and  trouble  in  its 
prosecution  as  would  warrant  the  Conmiissioner  of  Pensions  in  seeing 
fit  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  filed  in  the  claim. 

In  the  case  of  E.  H.  Gelston  &  Co.,  supra,  the  material  facts  in  all 
essential  particulars  are  like  those  arising  in  this  case.  The  issue  is 
discassed  at  considerable  length,  and  the  conclusion  was  reached  that 
the  provisions  of  section  4786,  Revised  Statutes,  as  hereinafter  set 
forth,  confer — 

simply  up<jn  the  Comnii^^sioner  a  distrretionary  power  which  he  is  at  lil>erty  to 
exercise  or  not   in  such   cai?es  an  are  enumerated  by  the  law — he  being  neither 
restraine<l  nor  directed  by  either  the  law  or  the  head  of  the  Department  (page*  422) 
*    *    *    unless,  perhaps,  there  should  appear  an   instance  of  flagrant  injustice 
nece^8sitating  departmental  action  (page  423). 

That  portion  of  the  act  of  Jul}'  4,  18S4,  which  authorizes  the  pa}'- 
ment  of  a  fee  of  ^:i5  in  certain  classes  of  claims  and  is  relevant  to  the 
issue  presented  in  this  case,  reads  as  follows: 

And  such  articles  of  agreement  as  may  be  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
are  not  authorized  nor  will  they  be  reco»:nized  excej)!  in  claims  for  *  *  *  and  in 
such  other  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble  a«»  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  mav  see 
fit  to  recognize  them. 

It  is  quite  clear  the  law  does  not  direct  that  articles  of  agreement 
shall  be  recognized  in  all  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble.  A  case  may 
require  a  great  deal  of  work  in  its  prosecution  and  yet  not  be  one  in 
which  the  attornev  under  the  law  could  secure  a  fee  of  ^25.  The 
appellants'  view  of  the  law  is,  that  upon  appeal  from  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  in  refusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  this  Department 
will  review  the  work  performed  in  a  claim,  and  if  a  conclusion  is 
reached  that  the  services  rendered  by  an  attorney,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Secretary'  of  the  Interior,  are  of  such  amount  and  such  diflicult 
nature  as  to  warrant  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  J?25,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  will  direct  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  pay  such  fee, 
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although  the  Commissioner  had  not  seen  fit  to  recognize  articles  of 
agreement  filed  in  the  claim. 

In  other  words,  in  the  opinion  of  the  appellants  the  same  duty  is 
placed  by  the  law  upon  the  Secretary  as  it  places  upon  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions,  and  requires  of  the  former  to  examine  details  for 
the  pui*pose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  latter  has  acted  with  due  dis- 
cretion and  judgment  in  each  particular  case  in  which  the  interested 
attorney  may  deem  that  he  has  performed  suflScient  work  in  its  prose- 
cution to  warrant  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  recogrizing  articles 
of  agreement.  Is  is  not  believed  that  the  intent  of  Congress,  by  vesting 
in  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  a  discretion  as  to  the  recognition  of 
articles  of  agreement  in  certain  classes  of  claims,  was  to  burden  this 
Department  with  the  work  of  reviewing  his  act  in  the  premises.  It  is 
true  that  the  Department,  upon  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  recusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  in  those  claims,  can  pi-op- 
erly  take  cognizance  of  the  matter  and  investigate  any  detail  that  may 
be  necessar}'  to  arrive  at  a  proper  conclusion;  but  it  is  only  when  the 
injustice  plainly  appears  from  matter  recited  in  the  appeal  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  warranted  in  reviewing  the  action 
of  the  Bureau.  When  injustice  is  alleged  in  the  appeal  and  is  >Mised 
upon  facts  which  are  recited  therein  as  sustained  by  the  record,  then 
examination  might  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  alleged  fat*ts  are  disclosed  l)y  the  record.  But  unless  such  fact> 
are  set  forth  in  the  appeal  it  is  not  believed  that  it  is  necessary  to 
review  the  papers  in  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how 
much  service  an  attornev  did  perform  therein,  and  the  Department, 
since  its  decision  in  the  c>ise  of  E.  II.  Gelston  &  Co.,  has  invariablv 
declined  to  do  so. 

When  the  performance  of  an  act  is  within  the  discretion  of  an  offi- 
cer he  is  permitted  to  determine  matters  in  the  premises  to  his  satis- 
faction, and  where  he  has  impartially  performed  the  duty,  with  due 
regard  to  the  rights  of  all  inter(\sted  parties,  it  is  quite  clear  that  an 
abuse  of  his  discretion  will  not  be  inferred  from  a  mere  assertion  that 
he  has  })een  unjust.  It  is  presumed  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions in  detennining  whether  articles  of  agreement  should  be  recog- 
nized when  that  matter  is  within  his  discretion  gives  it  such  fair 
consideration  as  it  is  entitled  to,  and  in  order  to  justify  any  interfer- 
ence by  this  Department  facts  must  be  shown  by  an  appellant  which 
would  import  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  had  not  performed 
his  dutv. 

« 

So,  when  an  appellant  does  not  recite  facts  which  would  warrant 
any  interference  by  this  Department  with  the  act  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  in  a  matter  within  his  discretion,  }>ut  in  lieu  thereof  avS.serts 
that  the  claim  is  one  of  such  difficulty  nnd  trouble  as  in  his  opinion 
would  warrant  the  Commissioner  of  Pi^nsions  in  seeing  fit  to  recognize 


DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  523 

aiiicies  of  a^i*eemeiit,  nothing  would  be  presented  for  considei'ation 
other  than  whether  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  recognition  of  agree- 
ment^i  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  and 
whether  he  has  exercised  such  discretion.  For  these  purposes  noth- 
ing need  be  added  to  or  taken  from  the  decision  heretofore  rendered 
by  the  Department  in  this  case. 

Accordingly  this  motion  is  overruled. 


N0TIC:E-APPEAL--8ERVICE— EVIDENCE— ACT  MARCH  3,  1839. 

Sophia  M.  Loughry  r,  John  Lou«hry. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  servii^e  of  an  appeal  ami  notice  thereof,  there  l)eing  no 

waiver  of  service  by  the  appellee,  such  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 

2.  Due  proof  of  service  may  be  shown  by  a  written  acceptanw  of  per\'ice  by  the 

appellee  or  her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt,  signed  by  the  appellee  or 
her  attorney,  and  forwarde<l  by  the  appellant  or  his  attorney  with  an  affidavit 
that  on  a  certain  <lay  a  copy  of  the  appeal  or  proposed  appeal  has  been  mailed 
in  a  registered  letter,  postpaid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-office, 
naming  it,  arid  that  the  canl  was  returned  in  ac^knowledgment  of  the  receipt  of 
such  letter;  or  an  affidavit  sliowing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copy  of  the 
appeal  was  i)ers<mally  delivered  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  of  reconl. 

Axxintaiit  /Sernfart/  F,  L.  (rampi>*^U  to  the  C<nn,iilmion<rr  of  Pemdor}i^^ 

AH(jmt  J/,  1901. 

John  Loughry,  late  private,  (3ompaiiy  E,  Twelfth  West  Virginia 
Infantry,  and  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  114841,  appealed  July 
21*,  11^01,  from  the  Bureau  iK'tion  of  May  4, 1901,  allowing  the  deserted 
wife's  claim  of  Sophia  M.  Loughi'y,  tiled  May  4,  1901,  under  the  act 
of  March  8,  isuy,  on  the  ground  that  '^pensioner  deserted  his  lawful 
wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  characUn*  and  in  necessitous  cir- 
cumstances/' 

No  copy  of  the  appeal  or  notice  of  the  appeal  appears  to  have  been 
served  on  the  appellee  or  her  attorne}",  and  she  has  entered  no  appear- 
ance in  the  appeal  or  in  any  manner  waived  her  right  to  notice,  or  in 
any  manner  indicated  that  she  has  knowledge  of  said  appeal,  as  required 
by  the  rule  of  pmctice  announced  in  the  ciuse  of  Ellis  v,  Ellis  (11  P.  D., 
288)  and  the  departmental  instructions  of  May  1,  1901. 

As  announced  in  said  decision  and  instructions,  the  appellant  in 
cases  of  this  nature  is  required  to  make  due  proof  of  service  of  the 
copy  of  the  appeal  and  notice  of  the  appeal  upon  the  appell(»e  or  his 

or  her  attornev  of  record,  after  which  thirtv  davs  will  he  allowed  the 

•  •       •> 

appellee  within  which  to  tile  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the 
Bureau  action  apjK^aled  from. 

Due  proof  of  service  may  ))e  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  serv- 
ice by  the  appellee  or  her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt  signed 
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by  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his 
attorney,  with  an  affidavit  that  on  a  certain  day  a  copy  of  the  appeal 
or  proposed  appeal  has  been  mailed  in  a  registered  letter  postpaid  to 
the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-office,  naming  it,  and  that  the 
card  was  returned  in  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  such  letter,  or 
an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copj'  of  the 
appeal  was  personally  delivered  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  of 
record. 

Due  proof  of  service  may  be  made  in  either  of  the  three  methods 
above  indicated,  but  in  absence  of  proof  of  service  in  some  one  of  the 
ways  abov(*  indicated  the  appeal  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  waiver  of 
ser\'^ice  by  the  appellee,  be  deemed  to  be  completed,  and  will  be 
dismissed  by  the  Department. 

This  appeal  is  accordingly  dismissed. 

Pensioner  also,  on  July  16,  1901,  tiled  a  motion  that  payment  of 
one-half  his  pension  to  his  wife  be  suspended  pending  the  decision  on 
the  appeal. 

It  wnll  not  be  assumed  that  the  Bureau  would  continue  the  payment 
of  money  to  the  wife  w^hile  the  question  as  to  her  right  to  receive  the 
same  was  pending  before  the  Department;  but,  as  already  indicated, 
the  appeal  in  this  case  not  being  perfected  b\'  proof  of  service  of 
notice  the  motion  must  also  be  dismivssed. 

A  copy  of  this  decision  will  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  lK»th 
parties. 

NOTICE -APPEAL^EVIUENCI':- PROOF  SERVICE    ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1H««. 

Eliza  J.  Conovkk  r.  William  Conover. 

An  affidavit  stating  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  attached  thereto  ha<i  been  sent  throuvrh 
the  mail  to  the  addre^iH  of  the  claimant  as  given  by  the  Pension  Bureau  in  uc»t 
due  proof  of  nervice  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  shouhl  show  that  the  same  was 
mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registry  receipt  attacrbed  to  such 
])roof  was  the  re<!eipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a  true,  full,  and  cum- 
plete  copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  appeal. 

At<sl>tt(int  Seen  tar y  I'\  L,  CamjMI  to  the  Vammii^Umer  of  Pemiioin^^ 

Auifu^^t  Jh  1901. 

William  Conover,  late  private.  Company  E,  One  hundred  and 
seventy-iifth  Ohio  InfantiT,  and  a  pensioner  under  eertifieate  No. 
241602,  appealed  May  21, 1901  (tiled  in  this  Department  July  80,  lt»01), 
from  the  Bureau  action  of  May  13,  1J)01,  allowing  the  deserted  wife's 
claim  of  Eliza  J.  Conover,  tiled  February  20,  1901,  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  on  the  gi-ound  that  ''pensioner  deserted  claimant,  his 
lawful  wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  character  and  in  nec^essi- 
tous  circumstances. " 
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In  the  letter  of  transmittal  of  July  25,  1901,  you  state  that — 

The  claim  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  was  originally  filed  May  1,  1899,  and 
was  allowed  August  19,  1899.  The  wife's  nanie  was  dropped  from  the  roll-February 
15,  1901,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  Rothery  decision.  An  appeal  was 
tiled  May  25,  1901,  by  the  pensioner,  docket  No.  69045,  the  contention  in  the  ajipeal 
being  that  this  Bureau  had  not  refunded  to  the  pensioner  the  amount  of  money  paid 
to  the  wife  under  the  allowance  of  August  19,  1899.  This  appeal  w^as  decided  and 
the  opinion  rendered  June  13,  1901,  and  your  instructions  contained  therein  have 
l)een  carried  out,  and  payment  has  been  ordered  to  the  pensioner  of  the  amount  paid 
to  his  wife  on  the  allowed  claim. 

The  wife  filed  a  new  claim  on  Febniary  20,  1901,  which  was  alloweil  May  13, 1901. 
On  May  23, 1901,  the  attorney  for  the  pensioner  filed  an  appeal  in  this  Bureau,  which 
is  transmitted  herewith,  with  the  request  that  it  be  docketed. 

As  will  be  seen  by  the  affidavit  filed  May  21,  1901,  the  pensioner  seems  to  have 
ser\ed  upon  his  wife,  the  appellee,  a  copy  of  the  appeal,  which  would  comply  with 
the  Ellis  decision. 

« 

The  proof  of  service  of  notice  of  the  appeal  is  as  follows: 

State  of  Ohio,  HamiUon  County ^  sn: 

On  this  20th  day  of  May,  1901,  personally  came  l^efore  me,  a  notary  public  in  and 
for  said  county,  William  Conover,  who,  being  duly  sw^om  according  to  law,  deposes 
and  says  that  he  this  day  sent  through  the  mail  to  his  wife,  Eliza  J.  Conover,  a  copy 
of  the  petition  hereto  attached  and  notice  of  appeal  to  No.  3225  Eastern  avenue, 
Cincinnati,  Ohio,  her  address  as  given  by  the  Pension  Bureau  in  letter  of  allowance 
date<l  May  13,  1901. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to,  etc. 

Claimant  has  not  entered  her  appearance  in  response  to  said  appeal 
or  in  any  manner  indicated  that  she  received  said  notice. 

The  affidavit  of  the  pensioner  fails  to  show  that  "due  proof"  of 
service  required  in  the  Ellis  case  (11  P.  D.,  288),  and  indicated  in  depart- 
mental communication  of  May  1,  1901,  wherein  it  was  stated: 

In  response  to  your  request  of  April  23,  1901,  that  your  **  Bureau  be  advised  as  to 
what  would  be  considered  by  the  Department  as  'due  proof  of  service  by  appellant 
upon  appellee  of  copy  of  appeal  taken,''  referring  to  departmental  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1901,  in  the  case  of  Ellis  v.  Ellis,  No.  500352,  docket  No.  63997,  I  respect- 
fully suggest  that  ''due  proof"  would  naturally  indicate  such  proof  as  would,  prima 
facie,  show  that  the  appellee  had  been  furnished  information  as  to  the  appeal  pro- 
posed to  be  taken  by  the  appellant  to  secure  a  reversal  or  modification  of  the  Bureau 
action  appealed  from  and  advised  of  his  right  to  interpose  an  answer  or  defense 
thereto.  For  example,  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the  api>ellee,  or  his  or  her 
attorney  of  record,  of  a  copy  of  the  appeal,  or  a  registry  receipt  card  signed  by  the 
appellee,  and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his  or  her  attorney,  with  an  affidavit 
that  on  a  c^ertain  day  a  copy  of  the  appeal  or  proposed  appeal  had  been  inaileil  in  a 
registered  letter,  post  paid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-otfice,  naming  it, 
and  that  the  card  was  returned  in  response  to  said  letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing 
that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copy  of  the  appeal  was  personally  delivered  to  the 
appellee,  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  record. 

In  either  of  the  foregoing  cases  I  should  deem  the  service  of  notice  established, 
prima  facie,  by  "due  proof." 

Where  service  of  notice  is  by  mail  it  should,  in  the  absence  of 
a«rceptance  of  service  or  appearance  on  the  part  of  the  party  served,  be 
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by  registered  letter  and  the  affidavit  showing  such  service  should  be 
accompanied  by  the  registry  return  receipt,  signed  by  the  party  to 
whom  notice  was  sent  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  record. 

Claimant  in  her  declaration  filed  February  20,  1901,  alleged  that — 

Pennioner  deserted  her  August  10,  1896,  since  which  time  he  has  refused  to  sup- 
port her,  and  still  refuses,  and,  it  is  said,  lives  with  another  woman;  she  submits  the 
same  evidence  filed  heretofore.  Her  said  husband  has  not  returned  to  her,  but  iS 
living  separate  and  apart  from  her  still. 

She  filed  in  support  of  her  said  declaration  the  joint  affidavit  of  two 
witnesses  who  testified  that  pensioner  deserted  her  over  three  years 
prior  to  1901,  and  still  continues  to  live  separate  and  apart  from  her; 
that  she  was  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  cir- 
cumstances; that  pensioner  was  a  worthless  fellow. 

This  comprises  all  the  testimony  filed  by  the  claimant  in  support  of 
her  said  declaration,  and  she  evidently  relied  upon  the  testimony  filed 
by  her  in  support  of  her  former  void  declaration  of  May  1,  1899. 

The  pensioner  denies  his  deseition  of  claimant  and  contends  that  he 
was  driven  from  his  home  and  from  claimant  bv  cruel  and  unwifelv 
conduct  on  her  part;  that  she  is  not  a  woman  of  good  moral  character; 
that  she  had  assaulted  him  with  a  knife  without  cause,  inflicting  per- 
sonal injury  upon  him;  that  she  applied  vile  and  abusive  epithets  to 
him  and  threatened  him  with  further  violence  if  he  did  not  leave  her: 
that  she  made  his  "home  a  hell,"*'  and  forced  him  to  leave  her;  that  he 
is  83  years  of  age,  and  that  it  was  not  safe  or  possible  for  him  to  live 
with  her. 

He  has  furnished  the  affidavits  of  a  large  number  of  witnesses  who 
testify  to  certain  conduct  upon  the  part  of  claimant,  which,  if  true, 
would  tend  to  establish  legal  justification  for  his  leaving  her. 

Claimant,  on  the  other  hand,  filed  a  number  of  affidavits  under  her 
first  declaration  tending  to  show  that  pensioner's  absence  was  not 
legally  justified. 

All  of  these  affidavits  constitute  ex  parte  testimony,  and  the  testi- 
monv  of  the  witnesses  is  verv  confiictinsf. 

In  view  of  the  conflicting  evidence  as  to  whether  pensioner's  absence 
from  his  wife  was  legally  justified,  as  well  as  the  defective  proof  of 
service  of  notice  of  this  appeal  upon  the  appellee,  who  has  entered  no 
api>earance  in  the  appeal,  the  case  is  reopened  and  a  special  examina- 
tion ordered,  due  notice  of  which  examination  will  be  given  l>oth 
parties. 

The  papers  are  herewith  returned  for  further  action  and  report. 

Copies  of  this  decision  will  be  furnished  the  parties  hereto. 
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AOCrDENTAL  INJT7BT. 

See  Link  op  Duty,  103  and  191. 
AOCBXTSD  PENSION. 

See  also  Attorneys,  49;  Rbimbvrhement,  395;  Evidence,  501. 

Vond  in  Hand!  of  Chiardian. 

1.  The  act  of  March  2.  1895,  is  the  law  of  distribution  of  accrued  pension  of  a 

deceased  pensioner,  and  applies  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unex- 
pended at  the  time  of  such  pensioner's  decease. 

Commimoner  of  Pen»ion4f - liSl 

When  Original  Pension  Illegal. 

2.  Pension  having  erroneously  been  granted  to  the  soldier  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890,  he  having  aided  and  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  positively  prohibits  the  payment 
of  the  pension  that  may  have  accrued  to  him  to  the  date  of  his  death  to  his 
widow. 

Anna  M.  Winkler  {vndotu) 24> 

ACT  OF  JTJLT  26,  1882. 

See  Jl'RiHDKTION,  348. 

ACT  OF  AUGUST  4,  1886. 

See  Ampi'tation,  1. 

ACT  JANUARY  29,  1887. 

See  also  RianH>RATiox,  :iSH;  Service,  110,  163,  and  218. 

ACT  JXTNE  27,  1890. 

See  Death  Cause,  440;  Declaration,  162;  Dihabilitv,  38, 179,  and  505;  Commence- 
5fENT,  431,  510;  Fee,  171;  Fee  A<iREEMENT«,  508;  Marriage  and  Divorce,  73  and 
488;  Practice,  451;  Rank,  34;  Service,  141,  206,  390,  and  435. 

ACT  OF  JULY  14,  1892. 

See  Aid  and  Attendance,  503. 

ACT  OF  JUI.Y  27,  1892. 

See  Service,  177. 

ACT  OF  KASOH  6,  1876. 

See  Practice,  122. 
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ACT  OF  MABCH  13,   1806. 

8et»  EviDEN'CK,  197. 

ACT  OF  MARCH  8,   1899. 

See  CoNOTRUCTioN,  90;  Division  of  Pexbion,  255,  260,  288,  377,  and  494;  Notick,  523 

AND  524. 

ABSENCE. 

See  Service,  435. 

AGE. 

See  also  Disability,  179. 

As  a  Came  for  Pension. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  claimant  hap  attained  the  age  of  65  years  does  not  entitle  him  to 

peus^ion  per  se,  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  l.s 
mental  or  physical  condition,  and  such  wa«»  not  the  view  expressed  in  the  can; 
of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  I).,  68) ;  but  the  evidence  in  this  case  discloeing  the  fact 
that  claimant  is  by  trade  a  pattern  maker,  and  that  by  reason  of  age,  disease  of 
heart,  limitation  of  motion  in  knee  and  shoulder,  enlai^ged  veins  of  leg,  and 
stiffness  and  limitation  and  atrophy  of  hand  he  is  imable  to  follow  said  ix'<'uiia- 
tion,  the  action  rejecting  his  claim  was  error,  and  is  reversed.  (Charles  Stout*, 
8  P.  D.,  477,  and  William  Featherly,  9  P.  D.,  106.) 

/.  Louis  mil \ 179 

Military  Age. 

2.  In  1861  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  18  years  was  voidable,  and  a 

repudiation  of  such  enlistment  on  the  part  of  the  minor  by  the  act  of  desertion 
would  constitute  no  bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  incurred  during 
the  period  of  a  second  enlistment. 

Stephen  F.  Monthony 193 

3.  Thit!  claimant  being  over  18  but  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  enlistment 

in  June,  1861,  such  enlistment  was  valid  and  binding  upon  him;  and  any  disa- 
bility incurred  by  him  during  the  term  of  such  enlistment  but  after  his  desertion 
therefrom  and  while  serving  in  the  United  States  Navy  was  not  contracte<i  in 
line  of  dutv. 

Edward  E.  Xnpier 240 

4.  Appellant's  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter 

from  a  fonner  enlistment.  The  contention  is  that  he  was  under  16  years  of  age 
at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  September,  1863,  and  is  therefore  not 
barred  on  account  of  such  desertion.  In  his  oath  of  enlistment  he  reported  his 
age  as  18  years.     He  is  bound  by  this  action. 

yalhan  Loehj  alias  Nathan  Lyojis 286 

AID  AND  ATTENDANCE. 

Facts  Showing — 
1.  The  appellant  is  i)ensioned  at  the  rate  of  $80  per  month  (second  grade)  for  gun- 
shot woun<l  of  left  arm  and  injury  to  left  chest  and  resulting  disease  of  heart 
and  epilepsy.  From  the  facts  presented  in  the  case  it  is  shown  that  he  has 
frequent  (almost  daily)  and  severe  epileptic  seizures,  necessitating  the  frequent 
and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

Jot<ei}h  Lewis 473 
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2.  The  disability  on  account  of  which  pension  was  grantetl,  resulting  from  epilepsy, 

manifeste<l  by  a  clonic  spasm  of  the  extremities,  occurring  but  two  or  three 
times  a  year,  is  not  deemed  to  exist  in  such  a  degree  as  to  require  frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

JohnBlahdell 503 

Commencement. 

3.  Increase  to  $50  per  month  under  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  cAn  only  commence 

from  the  date  of  the  (*ertificate  of  the  examining  surgeons  showing  such  degree 
of  disability  made  subsequent  to  the  {)assage  of  said  act. 

John  Blaisdell 503 

Alil^EGATIONS. 

See  Declarations. 

AMENDMENTS. 

See  Declarations,  93  and  315. 

AMPUTATION. 

1.  It  having  been  established  that  the  amputation  of  soldier's  arm  was  made  ''at  or 
above  the  middle  of  the  arm  bone"  (humerus),  the  failure  to  show  the  exact 
line  of  section  does  not  affect  the  status  of  the  case,  and  pensioner  was  entitled 
to  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month,  instead  of  $36,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  to  the  date 
of  his  death.     (See  case  of  John  W.  Curran,  5  P.  D.,  1.) 

John  B.  Anderson 1 


See  Death  Cause,  459. 


See  also  Notice,  523  and  524;  Practice,  325. 

1.  Upon  apx>eal  the  papers  in  a  claim  will  not  be  revieweil  to  determine  whether  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  properly  refused  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement 
in  a  claim  of  difficultyand  trouble,  unless  the  facts  as  recited  on  appeal  present 
such  showing  as  w  ould  warrant  the  belief  that  gross  injustice  has  been  done  in 
refosing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement. 

Annie  Higgins  (widow) 519 

ATTENDING  PHYSICIAN. 

See  KviDENCE,  301. 

ATTORNEYS. 

See  also  Fee,  496;  Fee  Agreements,  150. 

Kiut  Collect  Fee  firom  Claimant. 
1.  An  agent  or  attorney  rendering  services  in  proceedings  under  the  act  of  March 
2,  1895,  in  behalf  of  a  person  entitle<l  under  its  j)r()visions  to  the  accrued  i»en- 
sion  on  a  certificate  of  j)ension  of  a  deceased  pensioner,  nmst  look  to  tlie  jKn- 
son  by  whom  he  is  employed  for  payment  for  his  services.  Cai*e  of  (reorge 
Aab  (9  P.  D.,  377)  is  overniied. 

John  C  Ilobson   {dfcen.scd ) 49 

P.  D. — ^VOL.  11 34 
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Material  Service. 

2.  Where  two  declarations  for  straight  increase  are  filed  in  behalf  of  a  pensioner, 

they  do  not  constitute  the  basis  of  different  claims,  unless  a  metiical  examina- 
tion was  held  between  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  filed,  or  unless 
the  claim  based  on  the  first  declaration  is  disposed  of  without  holding  a  med- 
ical examination,  and  thereafter  a  second  declaration  is  filed;  with  these  excep- 
tions (iec^larations  for  increase  filed  subsequently  to  the  first  until  a  medical 
examination  is  held  are  but  duplicates  of  the  first  declaration,  and  the  filing 
thereof  is  not  material  service. 

Alfred  Carpenter 429 

3.  The  filing  of  an  amendatory  declaration  in  a  claim  for  original  pension,  under 

the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  holding  of  a  medical  exami- 
nation, is  material  service  and  may  entitle  an  attorney  to  the  fee. 

John  FUzpatrick 490 

Fee  Earned. 

4.  Where  an  attorney  has  prima  facie  established  a  claim  for  pension,  and  no  call 

for  additional  evidence  has  been  made,  he  has  earned  the  fee,  though  tiu^j^e- 
quently  to  his  death  another  attorney  filed  evidence  for  w^hich  the  Bureau 
(x>uld  have  issued  a  call. 

Annie  E.  Myers  (imcfow) 1*92 

Neglect. 

5.  The  rule  that  when  a  claimant  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  medical  exami- 

nation, and  thereupon  the  failure  of  the  attorney  on  notice  thereof  to  file  the 
claimant's  request  for  the  issuance  of  another  order  constitutes  neglect,  i^ 
limited  in  its  application  to  claims  for  straight  increase. 

McKimy  Harshfidd 492 

ATTORNETSHIP. 

Beoognition. 

1.  The  following  rule,  laid  down  in  the  ca.se  of  Kzra  Gamer,  dated  November  26, 

1898,  and  in  the  case  of  John  Dennert,  dated  July  30,  1898,  is  afiinued,  viz: 
Where  an  attorney  who  has  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau  subsequently  has 
])een  denied  recognition  does  not  appeal  for  recognition  within  a  reasonabit* 
time  thereafter  he  thereby  forfeits  all  rights  he  may  have  in  the  case  from  the 
time  Iwi  was  so  notified. 
The  rule  does  not  contemplate  attorneys  c()nte>«ting  for  recognition  whose  rights 
would  lx»oome  forfeited  ujjon  their  failure  to  call  uj)  a  case  at  proper  intervals. 
John  Quinti 25 

2.  When  the  Bureau  has  adjudged  tliat  one  of  several  contesting  attorneys  is  entitled 

to  recognition,  and  such  others  acquiesce  in  said  decision,  further  recognition 
can  not  l)e  denitni  the  one  and  accorderl  to  any  of  such  others  on  the  groimd 
that  the  one  did  not  conform  to  the  rules  in  regard  to  formal  service  at  a  time 
prior  to  the  decision  of  the  Burt^au  uixm  which  his  title  to  recognition  is  liased. 
Jo»eph  lAinej  (iJias  Joneph  S'nupscm ---......-....  422 

BEATY'S  INDEPENDENT  SCOUTS. 

See  Servick,  141. 

BlilNDNESS. 

See  Patholocjical  Sequence,  462. 
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BOABB  cur  SNBOLLKENT. 

1.  This  appellant's  service  was  rendered  as  a  oommiauoner  of  the  board  of  enroll- 
ment of  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  He  filed 
an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law,  on 
account  of  disease  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  during  said  service;  and 
also  an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  account  of  said  ser\'ice:  Heldf  That  there  is  no 
provision  of  law  granting  pension  for  disease  contracted  while  serving  as  com- 
missioner of  board  of  enrollment,  and  that  such  service  is  not  a  pensionable 
service  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
LucwsDe  WittMorw 183 

BT7BBEK  OF  PBOOF. 

See  Evidence,  102. 

CALTFOBNIA. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  144. 

CATABBH. 

See  Death  Cause,  480. 

CAUSE  OF  DISABILITY. 

See  Pathoixxucal  Sequence,  307. 

CBBEBBAL  HEMOBBHAGE. 

See  Pathological  Secjuence,  388. 

CHBOKIC  ASCENDING  NETJBITIS. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  151. 

COHABITATION  AND  BEPUTE. 

See  Marriage,  427. 

COLOBED  PEBSONS. 

See  Marriage,  443. 

COMBINED  CAUSES. 

See  Death  Cause,  62. 

COMMENCEMENT. 

See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  503;  Declarations,   1(12;  Increask,  .'^80;  Practice, 

451;  Special  Act,  424. 

Section  4718,  B.  8. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  4713,  Revise<l  Statutes,  pension,  if  allowed,  cnmld 

only  connnenoe  from  <late  of  filinj?  the  last  material  evidence  necessary  to  com- 
plete the  claim. 

mUiarn  Mr(  'lain : 175 

Aot  Maroh  3,  1879. 

2.  The  date  of  commencement  of  a  dependent  mother's  {hmisIoii,  under  the  ^Mieral 

law,  is  governed  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1879. 

Eliza  Hodgman  ( mother)  18 
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Act  January  6,  1898. 

3.  Tlie  increase  of  pension  {)rovi(ie(i  by  the  aot  of  January  5,  1893,  for  siin'ivorH  ot 

tho  Mexican  war  who  have  \)een  pensioned  under  the  provii«ionH  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887,  or  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  should  >x»  made  to  commencv 
from  tho  date,  subsetjuent  to  the  date  of  tlie  approval  of  the  act  jn^nting  said 
increase,  at  whicli  it  Hhall  have  been  established  by  the  i)roi)f  that  the  condi- 
tionn  of  disability  and  destitution  exists  which  are  designated  in  said  act  as 
entitling:  such  j)ensioners  to  the  increase  of  pension  therein  i)rt>vide<l. 

Robert  Marhvowl iW) 

Aot  June  27,  1890. 

4.  The  confitrui!tion  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  which  a  minor's  pension  ig 

made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  therefor,  in  a  case 
in  which  there  was  a  i)rior  widow  pensioner  who  has  died  or  reinarrietl,  ij* 
adhered  to.  The  application,  filed  in  Octolier,  1895,  which  was  rejecie<l  as  an 
application  under  the  general  law,  is  held  to  have  been  an  application  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  the  date  of  filing  said  application  is  the  ix>rrect 
date  of  commencement  of  the  minor's  pension. 

Minora  of  Simeon  W.  Dare 431 

5.  Pension  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  can  commence  only  from  date 

of  filing  of  declaration  subse<iuent  to  the  soldier's  death,  and  a  declaration  exe- 
cute<l  by  the  wife  prior  to  his  death  is  null  and  void. 

Mary  J,  Fink  (iridow) 162 

6.  Original  invalid  pension  grante<l  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of 

June  27,  1890,  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  an  application  therefor, 
and  the  ac;tion  of  the  Bureau  in  commencing  the  pen^^ion  in  this  case  from  the 
date  of  the  examining  surgeon's  certificate  of  examination  wajD  error. 

Jame^  McHarry 510 

0OKMI8SIONEBS  OF  BOABD  OP  ENSOIXMSNT. 

See  Service,  183. 
GOMPOTJNDIKG  RATES. 

See  Rate,  165. 

CONSCBIPTION. 

See  Disloyalty. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  STATUTES. 

See  also  Minors,  448;  Rank,  34.  , 
Act  March  8,  1899. 

1.  The  act  of  Man^h  3,  1899,  is  pro8i)ective,  not  retroactive,  in  its  operation,  and  the 

desertion  named  therein  refers  only  to  such  as  occurs  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  act.  The  word  "desertion"  in  said  act  is  used  in  its  general  legal  sense, 
and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  one  of  the  married  i>arties  from  the  other 
or  the  voluntary  refusal  of  one  of  tiie  married  parties  to  renew  a  suspended 
cr)habitation  without  legal  justification. 

Ma n/  A  nn  Rothenj  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery 77 

2.  To  entitle  the  deserted  wife  of  an  invalid  j>ensioner  to  receive  one-half  the  pension 

of  her  husband  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  nmst  appear 
that  she  has  l)een  deserttnl  by  said  i)t*iisioner  for  a  perio<l  of  over  six  monthi^ 
HuV)SO(iuent  to  the  date  of  the  pa.«sage  of  said  act,  spid  act  l)eing  wholly  pros- 
I)e<'tive,  and  not  retroactive,  in  its  oj)eratioii  and  character.  (See  case  of  Mary 
Ann  Rothery  r.  Henry  N.  Rothery,  11  1*.  I).,  77.  j 
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3.  The  application  of  Catharine  Richarda  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one- 
half  the  pension  of  this  appellant,  James  J.  Richards,  liaving  heen  filed  in  the 
Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899,  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  said  act,  was  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  no  legal  rights  what- 
ever having  accrued  to  her  on  said  date  under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

OoUharine  Hichards  Y.  James  J,  Richards 90 

DEATH  CAUSE. 

See  also  Evidence,  301;  Line  op  Dity,  103;  Pathoixkucal  Sequence,  388. 

Medical  Seferee*8  Opinion. 

1.  It  is  contended  in  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of 

August  11,  1900,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the  niles  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  and  in  the  c^se  of  Minnie  Shuttle- 
worth  (3  P.  D.,  50),  respectively,  should  govern  in  this  case:  Heldj  That  in  the 
rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited,  to  the  effect  that  the  medical  referee's  opin- 
ion must  "have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  upon 
which  to  base  it,"  before  it  can  he  accepted  in  preference  to  "the  diagnosis  made 
and  the  opinion  expressed"  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his  last 
illness  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter' s  death,  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  Department  to  place  any  restrictions  upon  the  official  atrts  of  the  medical 
officers  of  the  Bureau  which  should  not  equally  apply  to  the  medical  evidence 
filed  in  such  cases,  and  that  inasmuch  as  no  other  good  or  sufficient  reason  is 
shown  why  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises  should  be  receded 
from  the  pending  motion  in  the  case  is  overruled. 

Margaret  Ijolone  {indow) 301 

Pathologieal  Beqnence. 

2.  The  deceased  officer  was  formerly  a  pensioner  at  total  of  rank  as  major  ($25  per 

month)  on  account  of  "fracture  of  right  elbow."     His  death,  on  February  23, 
1898,  according  to  the  return  thereof  made  by  the  attending  physician,  wa 
due  to  "amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  and  acute  pneumonitis." 

3.  Pneumonitis  (pneumonia)  being  an  acute  disease— due  to  a  specific  germ — could 

not  have  been  a  result  of  his  military  service;  and  his  me<lical  attendant's  testi- 
mony to  the  effect  that  the  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  was  a  pathologic 
sequence  of  the  fracture  of  right  elbow  not  being  in  harmony  with  the  holding 
of  recognized  medical  authorities  to  the  effect  that  the  etiology  of  such  disease 
is  as  yet  unknown,  the  arbitrary  and  unsupported  professional  opinion  or 
theory  of  this  affiant  can  not  be  pennitted  to  control  the  judgment  of  the 
Department  in  this  case,  which  is:  That  the  appellant  has  no  title  to  a  pension 
under  the  general  law  as  the  case  now  stands. 

4.  The  decedent's  discharge  from  Company  G,  Twentieth  Illinois  Infantry,  accord- 

ing to  the  decision  of  the  War  Department,  which  has  sole  jurisdiction  in  such 
matters,  not  having  been  an  honorable  discharge,  his  relict,  the  appellant,  !ito 
no  title  to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Maiilda  C.  Tanison  (widow) 440 

6.  Death  of  the  soldier  (who  was  over  50  years  of  age)  from  cerebral  hemorrhage 
can  not  l)e  accepted  as  due  to  injury  to  left  testicle  and  varicose  veins  of  right 
leg  and  resulting  amputation  of  same  above  the  knee,  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned. Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally  adnutte<l  as  the  most 
potent  cause  of  said  fatal  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  this  case, 
80  that  the  burden  of  proot  rests  on  those  advancing  a  contrary  opinion. 

Maria  Brantigan  (widow) 388 
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6.  The  late  officer  was  pensioned  under  the  general  law  on  accoant  of  a  gunshot 

wound  which  destroyed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the  orbit 
His  death  is  shown  to  have  been  due  to  disease  of  the  brain,  or  meningitis: 
Ifeldf  That,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than 
the  continued  disease  in  the  orbit,  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily  by 
the  gunshot  wound. 

Rebecca  C  Morgan  ( wiffoir) 220 

7.  The  soldier's  death  is  shown  to  have  resulted  from  disease  of  kidneys,  i^used 

by  ether  aniesthesia,  indm-ed  for  the  purpose  of  operating  on  a  diseased  risrht 
testicle,  for  which  not  pensioned,  and  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  right  inguinal 
hernia  and  hydrocele,  for  which  i>ensioned:  Ifeldy  Tbat  inasmuch  as  the  pen- 
sioned disabilities  were  included  in  the  operation  leading  to  the  soldier's  death, 
the  widow  is  entitled  to  i)ension. 

EliHahet  Kaufman  {mdotr) 106 

8.  Soldier's  death  from  quick  consumption,  following  an  attack  of  pneumonia,  can 

not  be  accepted  as  due  to  chronic  diarrhea  of  service  origin,  said  diarrhea  not 
l)eing  an  important  controlling  factor  in  nor  so  complicated  with  said  death 
(;ause  that  its  influence  can  not  be  separated  therefrom. 

Mary  E.  Dolan  {iridow) 62 

Minor  of  Harla  DoUin 62 

9.  Soldier's  <ieath  from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  naso- 

pharyngeal catarrh,  on  account  of  which  he  was  pensioned  at  %2  per  month, 
and  it  not  appearing  that  catarrh  was  otherwise  a  factor  in  the  death  cause, 
nor  that  said  cause  was  the  result  of  his  army  service,  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
on  that  ground  was  proper. 

Florence  E.  Foster  ( widoiv) 4S0 

10.  The  soldier's  death,  at  the  age  of  72  years,  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  can  not  lie 
properly  regarded  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  through  the  neck  incurred 
thirty-six  years  prior  thereto,  and  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

Emily  0.  D'dworth  (widow) 459 

DECLABATIONS. 

Se<»  also  Attx^rSkys,  429  and  490;  Jitrisdiction,  257  and  420. 

Amendment 

1.  A  <leclanition  in  which  the  formal  parts  indicate  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June 

27,  1890,  but  which  contains  allegations  of  a  service  not  in  the  war  of  the  rebel- 
lion and  of  disability  contracted  in  said  service  and  line  of  duty,  is  subject  to 
aiTiendment  and  explanation  as  to  any  uncertainty  in  the  character  of  the 
claim  or  the  claimant's  intentions  relative  thereto. 

Felix  MyevH 315 

Duplicate. 

2.  Where  two  detrlarationH  for  straight  increase  are  filed  in  behalf  of  a  pensioner, 

they  do  not  constitute  the  ba.sis  of  different  claims  unless  a  medical  examina- 
tion was  hel<l  between  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  filed,  or  unless 
the  claim  based  on  the  first  declaration  is  disposed  of  without  holding  a 
medical  examination  and  thereafter  a  second  declaration  is  filed.  With  these 
exceptions,  declarationn  for  increase  filed  sub.se(|uently  to  the  first  until  a  medi- 
cal examination  is  held  are  but  duplicates  of  the  first  declaration,  and  the  filing 
thereof  is  not  material  service. 

Alfred  Carpenter 429 
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Sxeeation. 

3.  Pension  under  section  3  of  said  act  can  commence  only  from  date  of  filing  of 

declaration  subsequent  to  the  soldier's  death,  and  a  declaration  executed  by  the 
wife  prior  to  his  death  is  null  and  void. 

Mary  J.  Fish  {tvidmv) 162 

4.  The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  made  on  August  10, 1888,  belore  the  deputy 

clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  same  was  execute<l  in  (Jrand  Traverse  County,  of  said  State:  Heldy 
The  declaration  is  invalid. 

Samuel  Berry 210 

Tiling. 

5.  Soldier  exei'uted  his  declaration  and  mailed  it  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

but  dieil  six  days  prior  to  the  date  of  its  receipt  at  the  Pension  Bureau:  Held^ 
A  pensiim  claim  is  not  pending  until  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration, 
for  the  CommiHsioner  of  Pensions  attains  no  jurisdiction  until  the  dei^laration 
is  filed.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  juris<liction  over  a  dead 
person,  and  the  filing  of  said  declaration  was  of  no  force  or  effect. 

AmH.  mieif 257 

6.  A  declaration  for  pension  in  of  no  force  or  effe<-t  whatever  until  file<l  in  the 

Bureau  of  Pensions. 

Anthony  G*  Grady,  (tlia»  John  Jhirln 420 

Buffloient. 

7.  A  declaration  in  a  {tension  claim,  aside  from  its  formal  |)arts,  is  not  invalid  if  it 

substantially  sets  forth  the  facts  upon  which  the  claim  is  baj<e<l.  It  is  suffi- 
ciently certain  if  it  can  be  made  certain.  Because  it  is  subject  to  amendment 
to  make  more  definite  and  certain,  it  is  not  thereby  invalid. 

Alphonso  ir.  Ellis /. 93 

DECHEE. 

See  also  Jtrimdhtion,  226  and  40«);  MARmA(iB,  271. 

Interlooatory  in  Miiionri. 

1.  Cnder  the  civil  practice  of  Missouri  an  interlocutory  decree  of  <iefault  in  a  divorce 

case,  no  trial  being  had  nor  decree  entered  upon  the  merits  of  the  caw?,  is  not  a 
decree  dissolving  the  bonds  of  matrimony  existing  l)etween  a  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  notwithstanding  such  decree  states  that  said  lH>ndH  are  dissolved, 
''and  that  unless  the  defendant  appear  at  the  next  regular  term'*  and  ''show 
good  cause  to  the  contrary,  judgment  will  be  finally  renderefl.*'     «    *    * 

Aflaline  Long  (alleged  widow) 499 

Juriidiotioiial  Faoti. 

2.  The  widow's  claim  was  rejecte<l  on  the  ground  that  her  husl)an<l  obtaineil  a 

divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana  while  she  residtMl  in  Arizona.  The 
transcript  of  the  record  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
in  the  divorcie  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address 
was  known.  This  statutory  requirement  being  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court. 

Annie  M.  Shipp  ( widotr) 226 

3.  The  decree  of  divorce  obtaine<l  bv  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Arkansat^  in  1879 

against  the  claimant,  who  wa**  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  is  void  for  the  n'uson 
that  the  statutory  requirement  that  the  warning  order  should  1k»  published 
was  not  complied  with. 

Eliznhefh  Williainnon ..•••••••••.... 406 
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DEFAXJIiT. 

Set*  Decree. 

DEPEXDENT  PABENTS. 

See  also  Fee,  171   ani>  514;  Rate,  18. 

Election  under  what  Law  Prosecnted. 

1.  An  applicant  for  a  (iej)endent  parent's  i>en8ion  may,  if  he  or  she  so  electa,  make 

and  proseinite  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  seetion  4707,  RevLse<i  iStatutes, 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Kathrifnc  A .  RatcUffe  (mother) 171 

2.  Where  a  dependent  jmrent's  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  wholly  under  section 

4707,  Revi.Med  Statutes,  and  calls  were  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  for 
evidence  of  dependence  at  the  date  of  the  soldier  son's  death,  and  the  prcMjf 
fumi8he<l  establishes  dependence  at  date  of  soldier's  death,  and  the  proviwoiis 
of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  have  in  no  manner  l)een  invoked,  it  ii« 
error  to  issue  the  certificate,  uijon  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  under  section 
4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  In  such  a  case  the  attorney  pnjsecuting  the  claim  should  l>e  certifie*! 
such  fee  as  agreed  upon,  evidenced  by  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agree- 
ments filed  in  the  claim,  not  exceeding  $25. 

Katkrina  Blitch  ( mother) 247 

Fact!  Sufficient  to  Show. 

3.  The  appellant  obtains  a  comfortable  supjwrt  from  a  farm  on  which  he  reside*' 

with  his  wife  and  son,  the  title  to  said  farm  being  in  the  wife:  Hdd,  While 
section  6295,  statutes  of  Michigan,  allows  the  wife  to  hold  and  convey  property 
free  from  interference  and  joinder  by  her  husband,  yet  the  said  statutes  do 
not  deprive  the  husband  of  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  wife's  real  estate, 
a  rdght  belonging  to  him  under  the  common  law. 

Thomas  Gamer  (father) 297 

DESEBTIOK. 

See  also  Discharge,  13. 
A  Bar  to  Peniion. 

1.  Appellant's  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter 

from  a  former  enlistment.  The  contenticm  is  that  he  was  under  16  veara  of 
ago  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  Septeml)er,  1863,  and  is  therefore  not 
burred  on  account  of  such  desertion.  In  his  oath  of  enlistment  he  reported  his 
age  as  18  years.     Me  is  bound  by  this  action. 

^aihan  lA>eby  aliaa  Nathan  Lifoni* 2S6 

2.  It  api^earing  from  the  official  rt»cord  of  this  api^ellant's  military  service,  and  fn>m 

the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incurred  the  disabilities  in 
the  service  on  account  of  which  he  was  formerly  pensioned,  he  was  in  desertion 
from  a  prior  term  of  service,  and  was  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper  com- 
mand without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  restorer! 
to  the  pension  roll  under  the  prest»nt  nilings  and  decisions  of  this  Department. 
See  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382)  and  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (10  P.  D., 
55). 

Ijcwiii  Jifinkirt 373 

Not  a  Bar  to  Pension. 

3.  In  1861  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  18  years  was  voidable,  and  a 

repudiation  of  such  enlistment  on  the  part  of  the  minor  by  the  act  of  desertion 
W'ould  constitute  no  bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  incarred  during 
the  period  of  a  8?ec<md  enlistment. 

^Stephen  F.  Monthony 193 
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4.  The  appellant  first  enlisted,  under  the  name  of  Patrick  H.  Burn?,  for  two  years, 

in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein 
until  February,  1862,  when  he  deserted,  and  was  never  formally  discharged 
therefrom.  He  enlisted  a  second  time  on  August  7,  18()2,  while  a  deserter 
from  said  organization,  under  his  correi-t  name  of  Henry  P.  Bumn,  for  three 
years,  in  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  and  served  therein 
until  June  26,  I860,  when  he  wa.s  mustered  out  and  honorably  discharj^ed  the 
service  with  said  company.  He  was  pensioned  under  the  provi>:ions  of  the  gen- 
eral pension  law  for  an  injury  to  head  and  back,  incurred  in  July,  1864,  during 
his  second  term  of  enlistment.  On  February  9, 1897,  he  was  dropi)ed  from  the 
rolls  l>ecause  of  his  desertion  from  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volun- 
teer Infantry:  Held,  That  appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B, 
Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long 
prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense 
of  desertion  tenninated  with  said  contract  of  enlistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
incurrence  of  said  injury  he  was  no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  <;f  mil- 
itary duty  under  his  second  enlistment,  and  occupie<l  a  iHiiisionable  status,  and 
the  action  dropping  him  from  the  rolls  because  of  desertion  from  his  first  serv- 
ice was  error.     (See  case  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  I).,  382.) 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  JL  Bums 332 

5.  A  soldier  is  pensionable  for  a  diskbility  incurred  subsequent  to  the  expiration,  by 

limitation,  of  a  term  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserte<l  and  was  never 
discharged,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  second  contrac^t  of  enlistment  was 
entered  into  prior  to  the  expiration  f)f  the  first  term  of  enlistment,  provided  said 
second  term  of  enlistment  be  faithfully  performed  and  completed,  and  l>e  not 
avoided  by  the  United  States. 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  H,  Burns 362 

DESERTED  WIFE. 

See  Division  of  Pension,  Ait  March  3,  1899. 

DIFFICTJIiTY  AKD  TKOXTBIiE. 

See  Appeal,  519. 

DISABHilTT. 

See  also  Increase,  51;  Orkjin,  320;  Praitick,  455;  Reratino,  299. 

Age  not  p«r  le  a  Difability. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  claimant  has  attained  the  age  of  fi5  years  does  not  entitle  him  to 

pension,  per  se,  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1H90,  reganlless  of  his 
mental  or  physical  condition,  an<l  such  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the  case 
of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68);  but  the  evidence  i:i  this  case  disclosing  the  fact 
that  claimant  is  by  trade  a  j)attern  maker,  and  that  by  reason  of  age,  disease 
of  heart,  limitation  of  motion  in  knee  and  shoulder,  enlarge<l  veins  of  leg,  and 
stiffness  and  limitation  and  atrophy  of  hand  he  is  unable  to  follow  said  occupa- 
tion, the  action  rejecting  his  claim  was  error,  and  is  reversed.  (Charles 
Stone,  8  P.  D.,  477,  and  AVilliam  Featherly,  9  P.  I).,  106.) 

./.  Ixnm  Will \ 179 

Cause  of  Disability. 

2.  The  certificate  of  meilical  examination,  made  under  api>ellant*s  claim  for  increase, 

shows  that  his  loss  of  vision  in  lK)th  eyes  is  due  to  intraocular  changes  caused 
by  a  high  degree  of  myopia,  which  can  not  l>e  accepted  as  due  to  his  military 
service. 

A  dolph  Becker 185 


538  i:pa)EX  to  decisions. 

Degree  of  Dliability — ^Aot  June  27,  1890. 

3.  The  fact  that  the  claimant  was  not  disabled  in  a  pensionable  degree  from  the 

causes  alleged  is  not  a  good  ground  for  rejecting  his  claim  under  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  it  appears  that  he  was  so  disabled  hx»m 
other  causes  not  alleged. 

.Irc^  C.  mnfrey 38 

4.  Appellant's  disability,  resulting  from  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg,  evidenced  by 

marke<i  swelling  of  entire  left  lower  extremity  in  marked  contrast  with  its 
fellow,  simulating  elephantiasis,  due  to  local  edema,  right  thi^jh  measuring 
17  inches,  left  18t  inches;  right  lower  thigh  15  inches,  left  16  inches;  knees 
15  inches;  right  calf  12,  and  left  17  inches;  right  ankle  9  inches,  left  15;  right 
arch  of  foot  8i,  and  left  10  inches,  existing  in  a  degree  rendering  him  unable 
to  earn  a  support,  he  was  entitled  to  a  rate  of  $12  per  month  from  October  26, 
1899,  and  action  is  reversed. 

Lee  K,  Janney -.--.•....—  .....,.-..  505 

DISEASE  OF  HEABT. 

See  Patiioixmjical  Sequence,  462. 

DISCHAKGE. 

See  also  DE.vTir  Cauhk,  440;  Service,  206. 

1.  In  1891  pension  was  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  when  the  practice 
required  only  a  final  honomble  discharge  from  the  service;  therefore  the  de!*t*r- 
tion  of  au  applicant  ^)r  pen>io:i  under  paid  act  from  his  first  ser^^(•e  was  no  bar 
to  }>ension.  The  pnu'tice  having  been  changed  ho  as  to  require  an  honorable 
discharge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  performed  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  proi)erly  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  deserter. 

Jerome  Woodin^  alitor  Frank  Alien  .........••••••••••.••••••••••...  13 

DISIiOYAI-TY. 

Bars  Payment  of  Aoomed  Peniion. 

1.  Pension  having  erroneouslv  Ix^en  granted  to  the  soldier  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890,  he  having  aided  and  al)etted  the  late  re>)ellion  against  the  authority  of 
the  T'nited  States,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  positively  prohibits  the  pay- 
ment of  the  pension  that  may  have  accrued  to  him  to  the  date  of  his  death  to 
his  widow. 

Anna  M.  Mlnkltr  (widmr) 241 

Facte  Showing  Disloyalty. 

2.  Claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Andersonville,  Cra.,  having  enlisted  in  the 

Confederate  service  in  February',  1865,  is  barred  from  pension  by  reason  of  the 
provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  his  allega- 
tion (uncorroborated)  that  his  enlistment  was  merely  a  subterfuge  to  enable 
him  to  esca])e  to  the  I'nion  lines,  which  he  did  in  April,  1865,  it  being  held 
that  said  enlistment  and  serN'ice  was  voluntary.  (MiloB.  Ousterhout,  7  P.  D., 
270.) 

Charles  F.  M.  (luerunen - -. 64 


Facts  not  Showing  Disloyalty. 
3.  The  record  shows  claimant  a'  * Hransferre<l "  to  Colonel  O'Neill  from  Anderson- 
ville, (ia.,  a  rebel  rv^criiiting  otticer.     Tliere  is  no  reconi  or  evidence  in  the 
case  of  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Anny  or  of  any  act  on  claimant's 
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« 

part  of  aiding  or  abetting  the  rebellion:  Held^  The  action  of  dropping  was 
unlawful.  One  has  an  undoubted  right  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life  in 
any  way  that  presents  itself,  as  well  outside  as  inside  the  prison,  if  in  so  doing 
he  does  not  aid  or  abet  the  enemy.  The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Milo  Ousterhout 
(7  P.  D.,  270)  is  not  in  conflict  with  such  doctrine. 

JohnIL  Kimball 124 

4.  Volunteering  to  build  lai^er  stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  X'nion 

prisoners  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  the  rebellion. 
The  record  showing  the  transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel 
recruiting  officer,  will  not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confed- 
erate Army,  but  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the 
rebellion;  but  the  proof  in  this  case  showing  that  claimant  neither  enlisted  in 
the  Confederate  Army  nor  performed  service  of  any  kind  in  aid  of  such  rebel- 
lion, such  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion  against  the  authoiv 
ity  of  the  United  States  is  rebutte<l,  and  the  decision  in  thi8ca.«e  of  October  10, 
1900,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270);  Russel 
S.  Cole  (4  P.  D.,  141);  John  S.  McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369);  William  Hedgspeth  (1 
P.  D.,  245),  and  Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,  64). 

JohnH,  Kimball 136 

5.  The  testimony  filed  by  the  claimant  tending  to  show  that  he  did  not  voluntarily 

engage  in  or  aid  or  abet  the  late  rebellion,  special  examination  is  directe<l  in 
order  to  satisfactorily  and  fully  determine  the  facts,  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  showing  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  service  and  desertion  two 
months,  probably,  later. 

Lewis  Riddle 252 

6.  A  prisoner  of  war  who,  while  under  actual  duress  and  in  well-grounded  fear  of 

his  life,  is  forced  by  his  captors  to  engage  in  mounting  field  gims  and  building 
fortifications  for  the  use  of  such  captors  in  active  hostile  operations,  and  is  dis- 
abled while  so  engaged,  without  any  free  will  on  his  part  in  such  disloyal 
participation,  is  pensionable  on  account  of  such  disability. 

Lorenzo  I*ruett 290 

7.  The  record  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of 

war  in  Anderson vi lie,  Ga.,  in  February,  1865,  was  **  transferred  to  Colonel 
O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,"  in  the  absence  of  proof  showing  enlistment 
in  the  rebel  army  or  performance  of  service  therein,  does  not  establish  the 
fact  that  he  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States. 

James  H.  Ra iney 327 

DIVT8I0X  OF  PENSION,  ACT  MABOH  3,   1899. 

See  also  Constrictiox,  77  and  90. 
Constraetion  of  Act. 
1.  To  entitle  the  deserted  wife  of  an  invalid  jHinsioner  to  receive  one-half  the  pen- 
sion of  her  husband  under  the  provii^ions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  must 
appear  that  she  has  been  deserted  by  said  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  subse^iuent  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  said  act  being  wholly 
prospective  and  not  retroactive  in  its  operation  and  character.  (See  case  of 
Mary  Ann  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery,  11  P.  D.,  77.)  The  application  of 
Catharine  Richards  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one-half  the  pension  of 
this  appellant,  James  J.  Richards,  having  been  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau 
on  April  15,  1899,  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said 
act,  was  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  no  legal  rights  whatever  having 
accrued  to  her  on  said  date  under  the  provirions  of  said  act. 

Catharine  Richards  v.  James  J.  Richards 90 
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2.  The  word  desertion  iii  the  act  of  March  3,  1809,  is  used  in  its  general  legal  sense 

and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  the  pensioner  from  his  wife,  or  his  vol- 
untary refusal  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabitation  without  legal  justification. 
Rothery  r.  Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77);  Richards  v,  Richards  (ibid.  90);  Henry  N. 
Rothery  (ibid.,  255).  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  i)ensioner  did  not 
willfully  desert  claimant,  but  that  his  separation  from  his  wife  is  due  to  her 
own  conduct  toward  him,  and  is  in  accordance  with  her  wish. 

Mary  A.  Rothery  r.  Henry  N.  Rothery 377 

Notice  of  Appeal. 

3.  In  cases  of  contest  over  the  division  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  .3,  1899, 

the  api)ellee  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  thereof  and  reason- 
able time  in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action 
api)ealed  from. 

Emily  EUiftv.  Leroy  Ellh 288 

Pension  Unlawfully  Withheld. 

4.  It  having  been  decided  that  upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  law  and  ui>on  the 

evidence  in  the  case  the  division  of  the  i)ension  and  the  payment  to  the  wife 
of  this  pensioner,  by  virtue  of  the  act  named,  were  erroneous  and  without 
projier  warrant  of  law,  the  refusal  to  restore  to  him  the  amount  of  which  he 
was  deprived  is  likewise  illegal,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  amount  shall  be 
paid  to  him. 

Henry  X.  Rothery 255 

Pensioner's  Desertion  of  his  Wife. 

5.  It  appearing  from  soldier's  own  testimony  that  he  deserted  his  wife  and  that  she 

was  a  woman  of  good  moral  character;  and  it  further  appearing  that  said  \i-ife 

is  in  necessitous  cin^umstances,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  in  paying 

to  said  wife  one-half  of  the  pension  he  was  drawing  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 

Mary  C  Slagle  {nndow) 260 

Pensioner  Divorced. 

6.  It  appearing  from  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the  court  record  that  pensioner  was 

divorced  from  the  claimant,  who  seeks  a  division  of  his  pension  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899,  prior  to  filing  such  claim,  the  record  also  showing  that  said 
court  acquired  jurisdiction  over  said  alleged  deserted  wife  in  the  suit  for  said 
divorce,  she  was  not  jiensioner's  wife  and  is  not  entitled  to  receive  one-half  of 
his  pension. 

Eiiza  McKee  v.  Jam^j<  H.  McKec 494 

DIVORCE. 

8ei*  I)ix'KEE,  499;  Division  ok  Pknsiox,  494;  Ji'kisdiction,  226  and  406;  Makriaoe, 

271  AND  488. 

DROFFINa. 

See  Desertion,  ;^>2. 

DUSESS. 

1.  A  prisoner  of  war  who,  while  under  actual  <lures8  and  in  well-grounded  fear  of 
his  life,  is  force<l  by  his  captors  to  engage  in  mounting  field  guns  and  building 
fortifications  for  the  use  of  such  captors  in  active  hostile  operations,  and  is 
disabled  while  so  engaged,  without  any  free  will  on  his  part  in  such  disloyal 
participation,  is  pensionable  on  account  of  snch  disability. 

Ijorenzo  Pruett 290 
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EMANCIPATION  FBOCIiAMATION. 

1.  Appellant,  prior  to  the  time  of  her  alleged  marriage  to  soMier,  married  one 
William  Norris,  in  1864,  who  was  at  the  time  a  Boldier  in  the  T'nited  States 
Army,  stationed  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  in  territory  in  possej'sion  of  the  X'nited 
States  forces,  in  which  the  President's  emancipation  proclamation  of  January 
1,  1863,  waa  effective,  and  claimant  was  also  in  said  territory,  ser\'ing  with  the 
United  States  forces  as  laundress,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  being  performed 
by  the  chaplain  of  soldier's  regiment.  As  it  is  shown  that  said  Xorris  was 
still  living  at  the  time  of  claimant's  allegetl  marriage  to  Smith,  and  no  divorce 
being  shown,  said  marriage  was  void. 

Ro»€  E. ,  alleged  vidtw  of  hrneJ  Smith 443 

ENIiiaXMENT. 

See  Service,  240. 

ESTOPPEL. 
STidence.    Former  Statements. 

1.  The  claimant  is  shown  to  have  separated  from  the  soldier  shortly  after  his  return 

from  the  Army,  and  in  1866  (while  the  soldier  was  still  living)  married  one 
A«  J.  Pebbles,  with  whom  she  lived  until  he  abandone<l  her  in  1880.  The  soldier 
died  in  1871.  She  alleged  that  she  had  heard  that  the  soldier  was  deati  before 
she  married  Pebbles,  but  learned  that  he  was  alive  some  time  afterwards — 
about  a  year  before  his  death:  Held,  That  by  her  marriage  to  Pebbles  in  1866 
and  subsequent  conduct  she  is  estopped  from  claiming  pension  as  the  widow 
of  the  soldier^ 

Phehe  A  n  n  (hburriy  nmr  Rottbins  ( aUeged  ttddoiv ) 403 

2.  Claimant  herein  swore,  in  1864,  that  soldier  was  married  to  one  Sarah  Hutch- 

inson, and  that  she  was  present  at  the  ceremony.  By  reason  of  such  state- 
ments, the  Ciovernment  granted  pension  to  said  Sarah  and  paid  it  to  her 
during  her  lifetime,  and  thereafter  to  her  children  during  their  pensionable 
minority:  Ifeldy  Claimant  is  estopped  from  now  setting  up  the  fact  that  she, 
and  not  Sarah,  was  the  wife. 

Clara  M.  Bennett^  alleged  widow  of  miliam  M,  Covert 195 

EVIDENCE. 

See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  473  and  503;  Disloyalty,  124,  136,  327;  Division  of 
Pension,  377;  Eotoppel,  195;  Fee,  215;  Fraud  and  Miotake,  200;  Increase,  51; 
Inctrrbnce,  516;  Jcrisdiction,  406  and  420;  Line  of  Dlty,  84  and  191;  Marri- 
age, 66,  131,  139,  144,  158,  181,  204,  212,  234,  320,  339,  427,  443;  Notice,  523  and 
524;  Pathological  Sequence,  388;  Reimbursement,  308;  Berating,  299. 

Attorney,  Prttnmption  as  to. 

1.  After  the  lapse  of  several  years  from  the  date  of  an  action  of  the  Bureau  adjudg- 

ing that  an  attorney  is  entltle<l  to  a  fee,  it  will  l)e  presume<i,  when  it  ap{)ears 
that  said  attorney  performed  the  material  service  necessary  to  earn  a  fee,  that 
he  observed  the  rules  of  practice  as  regar^ls  mere  formal  service. 

Edward  W.  Stephenn 215 

Death,  Presumption  as  to. 

2.  The  soldier  abandoned  his  family  in  1882  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  with- 

out any  warning  or  preWons  intimation  of  his  purpose,  and  remaine<l  in  naid 
city  for  two  years  thereafter  without  communicating  with  his  wife,  his  mother, 
or  other  rc»latives:  Ileld^  That  his  absence  from  his  home  and  family  i«  not 
unexplained,  and  that  there  in  no  reason  for  presuming  his  death. 

Mary  E,  Burke  (alleged  indon) 197 
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3.  Claimant's  first  husband  left  her  about  the  year  1856,  without  any  ostensible 

reason  except  to  go  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  has  never  been  heard  of  by  his 
relatives  and  friends  since.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  would  justify 
the  conclusion  that  said  husband  intended  to  forsake,  renounce,  or  relinquish 
his  concern  or  interest  for  said  claimant,  and  it  is  held  that  under  the  act  of 
March  13, 1896,  the  facts  warrant  the  presumption  that  said  first  husband  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to  soldier,  ten  years  after  the  depart- 
ure of  said  first  husband,  and  that  said  marriage  was  valid  and  she  is  his  legal 
widow. 

4.  Where  no  record  of  deaths  is  in  existence  in  a  particular  jurisdiction,  testimony 

of  two  credible  witnesses  as  to  the  date  of  death  of  a  person,  giving  good  rea- 
sons for  fixing  a  certain  date  as  the  date  of  such  person's  death,  will  be  accepted 
as  suflicient  proof  of  the  date  thereof. 

Weslq/  Buckler  et  al.  (minors) 234 

5.  The  date  of  the  soldier's  death  being  material  in  a  claim  by  an  alleged  widow  for 

his  accrued  pension,  it  must  be  satisfactorily  established  by  distinct  proof,  and 
may  not  be  established  by  general  presumption  merely,  under  the  rule  as  to 
presumption  of  death  from  seven  years'  unexplained  absence.  (Davie  r. 
Briggs,  97U.  S.,  628.) 

Mary  J.  Schrater  ( vMmr) 501 

Life,  Preflomption  as  to. 

6.  The  claimant  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  according  to 

the  law  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  wnfe  from  the 
marriage  to  the  date  of  his  death  sixteen  years  afterwards,  her  pensionable 
status  was  established.  A  mere  presumption  of  life  of  a  prior  husband  can 
not  prevail  against  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  parties  who  enter  the 
marriage  relation  ac^cording  to  legal  forms. 

iXher  A,  Palmer  (widow) 320 

Disloyalty,  Proof  as  to. 

7.  The  record  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of 

war  in  Andersonville,  (la.,  in  February,  1865,  was  "transferred  to  Colonel 
O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  oflicer,"  in  the  absence  of  proof  showing  enlistment 
in  the  re>)el  army  or  performani^e  of  service  therein,  does  not  establish  the 
fact  that  he  aided  or  aljetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States. 

James  II.  Kainey 327 

8.  Volunteering  to  build  larger  stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  Union 

prisoners  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  the  rebellion.  The  reconi  showing  the 
transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  oflficer,  will 
not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  army,  but  is  suffi- 
cient to  raise  a  presumi)tion  of  aiding  and  aljetting  the  relxjUion;  but  the  protif 
in  this  case  showing  that  claimant  neither  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army 
nor  i^erfornied  service  of  any  kind  in  aid  of  such  rebellion;  such  presumption 
of  aiding  and  al)etting  the  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
is  rebutteci,  and  the  decision  in  this  case  of  October  10,  1900,  is  not  in  conflict 
with  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  Russel  S.  Cole  (4  P.  D.,  141 ), 
John  S.  :McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369),  William  Hedgspeth  (1  P.  D.,  245),  and  Charles 
F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,64). 

John  II.' Kimball 136 

Estoppel. 

9.  Claimant  herein  swore  in  1864  that  soldier  was  married  to  one  Sarah  Hutchin- 

son, and  that  she  was  present  at  the  ceremony.  By  reason  of  such  statements 
the  Government  granted  pension  to  said  Sarah  and  paid  it  to  her  during  her  life- 
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time  and  thereafter  to  her  children  during  their  i)en8ionable  minority:  Held, 
Claimant  ip  estopped  from  now  setting  up  the  fact  that  she,  and  not  Sarah, 
was  the  wife. 

Clara  M.  Bennett  (alleged  widow  of  William  M,  ( 'orerl) 195 

Divorce,  Premmption  ai  to. 

10.  Soldier  married  Martha  Pinkney  in  1841,  and  they  lived  to]|$ether  as  husband 

and  wife  until*  a  short  time  before  the  civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her. 
He  married  claimant  in  June,  1871,  and  also  had  a  secHjnd  marriage  ceremony 
performed  in  1888.  Martha,  the  first  wife,  died  June  22,  1897,  and  the  soldier 
died  November  30,  1897.  No  evidence  of  a  divorce  between  soldier  and  his 
first  wife,  Martha,  is  shown,  but  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  is,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  said  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife 
at  the  time  of  his  second  marriage  to  claimant.  (Citing  Jennette  Burton, 
9  P.  D.,  31;  Hull  r.  Rawles,  26  Miss.,  471;  Holmes  r.  Holmes,  6  U.,  463; 
Blanchani  r.  Lambert  et  al.,  43  Iowa,  228;  Carroll  r.  Carroll  et  al.,  20  Texas, 
731,  and  Patterson  r.  Gaines,  6  Howard,  550. ) 

Ixntim  C.  Germain  ( mdow) 66 

11.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  decisions  in  the  Germain  and  Orr  cases.     In  the 

Germain  case  itus  held  that  the  presumption  was,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary,  that  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the  time  of  his 
second  marriage  to  the  claimant^  but  such  presumption  is  rebuttable.  In  the 
Orr  case  the  presumption  of  divor^^e  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence  of  the  first 
wife  and  the  reconis  of  the  court  showing  that  no  divorce  had  been  procured 
as  claimed. 

Louisa  G.  Germain  and  Mary  C.  Orr 131 

Xarriage,  Pretiimption  ai  to. 

12.  The  claimant  marrie<l  the  soldier  in  1883,  in  the  State  of  Illinois.     Her  former 

husband  had  been  absent  for  a  j^riod  much  greater  than  seven  years.  His 
absence  was  continuous  and  unexplaine<l,  and  no  intelligence  of  his  existence 
has  ever  l)een  receive*!:  Ifeldj  The  prej?umption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
the  second  marriage. 

}farif  (^olmni  ( widow) 43 

13.  There  being  nothing  whatever  in  the  evidence  tending  to  show  this  soldier  was 

ever  married  prior  to  his  formal  marriage  to  claimant  in  1886,  at  which  time 
he  was  66  years  of  age,  and  the  testimony  showing  that  fn)m  the  time  of  his 
discharge  from  service  in  1864  until  such  marriage  he  was  always  con8i<lere<l 
a  .'tingle  man,  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  must  l)e  presume<l  to  have  l)een  valid, 
and  the  bunlen  of  i)ro<)f  of  it*<  invalidity  is  uiK)n  the  (rovernment. 

Auffinttn  M.  KoM'hwUz  ( widow) 102 

14.  The  claimant  })eing  unable  to  prove  by  the  testimony  of  ])ersonal  acquaintances 

that  she  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  .soldier,  or  to  furnish 
any  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife  except  a  sworn  statement 
made  by  the  soldier  himself  less  than  a  year  >>elore  his  death,  but  all  the  known 
facts,  as  well  as  the  presumpticms  of  law,  being  favorable  to  the  validity  of  her 
said  marriage,  it  is  held  to  have  been  a  valid  marriage. 

Manj  M.  A.  Wftod  ( uidow) 158 

15.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  had,  at  the  time  of  his  formal  marriage  to 

this  claimant  in  1874,  a  living  and  undivorced  former  wife,  who  died  in  1892, 
having  been  insane  since  1860:  Held,  Said  marriage  in  1874  was  invalid  and 
void,  and  a  valid  marriage  subsequent  to  the  death  of  his  lawful  wife  in  1892, 
his  own  death  (xx;urring  in  1896,  is  not  presumable  from  the  circumstances 
shown. 

Elizabeth  Ilenderwfn  ( alleged  widow) 204 
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16.  There. lieing  no  proof  or  facts  warranting  the  pregninj)tion  i>f  a  prior  marriage  by 

the  soldier,  and  the  undisputed  evidence  showing  that  claimant  and  soldier 
]ive<l  and  cohabited  together  af  man  and  wife  for  eleven  years  in  the  Stale  of 
Ixntisiana,  the  law  of  that  State  would  pret«ume  them  married,  and  the  claim- 
ant iii  therefore  entitled  to  pension  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Mirma  Wihoi)  {ivirfow) ;vW 

Marriage,  Proof  of,  under  Section  4706,  R.  8. 

17.  A  claimant  who  relies  upon  the  nile  of  evidence  provided  in  section  4705,  Re- 

vised Statutes,  must  show  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  date  of 
enlistment,  when  the  latter  died  in  the  serv'ice,  or,  if  otherwise,  that  she  lived 
with  him  up  to  the  date  of  death. 

Lncindd  Harris  (alleged  vndow) 181 

Marriage,  Proof  of,  in  Oregon. 

18.  Under  the  civil  code  of  Oregon,  as  construed  in  the  case  of  Murray  r.  Murray 

(6  Or.,  26),  "when  it  is  shown  by  e^^dence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living 
together  and  cohabiting  as  man  and  wife,  and  are  in  the  community  reputed 
and  received  in  society  as  such,  it  is  suflBcient  prima  facie  to  prove  the  marriage 
in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding." 

Saraii  E.  Mantrell  (widow) • 427 

Marriage,  Sufficient  Proof  of. 

19.  Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  evidence  of  a  ceremony  and 

cohabitation.  The  only  evidence  of  a  prior  marriage  is  the  testimony  of  his 
sister  and  a  friend,  to  whom  he  wrote  or  disclosed  that  he  had  married  a  girl 
in  a  seaport  while  he  was  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  sailor.  His  mere  declara- 
tion, without  other  proof,  is  not  competent  to  establish  such  a  marriage  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  rights  of  this  claimant,  and  on  this  point  her  legal  widow- 
hood is  considered  established. 

Carrie  Peterson  (wndow) 139 

20.  Appellant  was  married  to  one  David  King  in  1852,  in  Scotland.     Between  1855 

and  1856  said  King  came  to  the  United  States,  leaving  his  wife  in  Scotland; 
thereafter  he  sent  for  her,  and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  him  in  Cohoee,  N.  Y., 
where  they  lived  as  man  and  wife  until  October  of  that  year,  w^hen,  on  accoant 
of  the  closing  of  the  mill  in  which  he  was  employed,  he  left  home  for  the  par- 
pose  of  procuring  work  and  has  never  been  seen  or  heard  from  since  by  appel- 
lant. In  Deceml>er,  1865,  claimant  married  James  Notman.  who  died  May 
26,  1^92,  leaving  her  without  property  or  means  of  support:  Held,  That  claim- 
ant was  the  legal  widow  of  James  Notman  under  the  laws  of  New  York,  and 
that  her  claim  as  such  is  sufficiently  proved  under  the  law  as  stated  in  the  case 
of  DsLvie  r.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  and  that  under  the  evidence  she  is  entitled 
to  pension  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Notman  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
The  ciises  of  Lavinchia  L,  Salisbury  (7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spioer  r.  Spicer  (16 
Abb.  Prac.  Repts. )  referred  to  and  distinguished. 

Annie  Notman  ( widoiv) 212 

Kotiee,  How  Proved. 

21.  Due  proof  of  service  may  be  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the 

appellee  or  her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt,  signed  by  the  appellee 
or  her  attorney,  and  forM^arded  by  the  appellant  or  his  attorney  wdth  an  affi- 
davit that  on  a  certain  day  a  copy  of  the  ap{)eal  or  proposed  appeal  has  been 
mailed  in  a  regi.stered  letter,  postpaid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  niimeil  post- 
office,  naming  it,  and  that  the  card  was  returne<l  in  acknowledgment  of  the 
receipt  of  such  letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place 
a  copy  of  the  a])]>eal  was  personally  delivere<l  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney 
of  record. 

Soph ia  M.  Lough nj  r.  Joh n  iMugh r// 523 
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22.  An  affidavit  stating  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  attached  thereto  had  been  sent 

through  the  mail  to  the  address  of  the  claimant  as  given  by  the  Pension 
Bureau  is  not  due  proof  of  service  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  should  show  that 
the  same  was  mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registry  receipt 
attached  to  such  proof  was  the  receipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a 
true,  full,  and  complete  copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  appeal. 

Eliza  J.  Canover  v.  Tf^taw  Conover 524 

Of  Family  Fhyiioiani  v.  Opinion  of  Medical  Referee. 

23.  It  is  contended  in  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  dep^artmental  decision  of 

August  11,  1900,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  and  in  the  case  of  Minnie  Shuttle- 
worth  (3  P.  D.,  50),  respectively,  should  govern  in  this  case:  Held,  That  in  the 
rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited — to  the  effect  that  the  medical  referee's  opinion 
must  "have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  upon  which  to 
base  it,''  before  it  can  be  accepted  in  preference  to  "the  diagnosis  made  and 
the  opinion^expressed  "  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his  last  ill- 
ness as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter' s  death — it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Department  to  place  any  restrictions  upon  the  official  acts  of  the  medical 
officers  of  the  Bureau  which  should  not  equally  apply  to  the  medical  evidence 
filed  in  such  cases,  and  that  inasmuch  as  no  other  goo<l  or  sufficient  reason  is 
shown  why  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises  should  be  receded 
from  the  pending  motion  in  the  case  is  overruled. 

Margaret  Lalone  {widow) 301 

Prior  Beryice,  Presnmption  as  to. 

24.  The  rejection  of  the  claim  on  the  ground  of  claimant's  inability  to  prove  that 

the  soldier  was  not  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  prior 
or  subsequent  to  the  term  of  service  on  which  said  claim  is  based,  when  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  and  reasonable  inference  from  known  facts  are  against 
the  probability  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  service  at  any  other  time  than  as 
stated,  was  error,  as  the  claimaint  should  be-given  the  benefit  of  any  remain- 
ing doubt  on  that  point. 

Johanna  Dorgan  (widow) 437 

Prior  Boandness,  Preiumption  as  to. 

25.  When  prior  soundness  is  shown,  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  that  the 

injury  was  sustained  in  the  service  is  furnished,  there  being  no  circumstances 
which  would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty, 
and  such  injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

yVilliamD.  Mitchell 84 

Beoord,  Bebnttal  of. 

26.  The  evidence  to  overcome  a  positive  adverse  reconl  made  from  statements  of  a 

claimant  should  be  clear  and  convincing. 

Ransom  J.  ( 'hnne 483 

Yioions  Habits,  Preiumption  as  to. 

27.  Vicious  habits  can  not  be  presumed  in  case  of  an  injury  unless  there  is  some- 

thing concerning  the  nature  or  character  of  the  injury  which  warrants  such  a 
presumption,  or  unless  the  evidence  shows  certain  facta  which  are  sufficient  to 
raise  such  a  presumption.  Where  neither  the  nature*  of  the  injury  nor  the 
evidence  adduced  raises  such  a  presumption,  the  testimony  of  two  credible 
witnesses  to  the  effect  that  the  claimant  is  now  a  man  of  good  habits,  and  that 
they  do  not  believe,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the  said  injury  was 
due  to  vicious  habits,  will  be  considered  as  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements 
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of  the  statute,  provided,  always,  that  the  claimant  is  a  man  of  good  repute  for 
veracity,  and  that  he  shows  that  no  better  evidence  is  obtainable  bv  him. 

Benjamin  F.  Peterman 344 

EXAMINING  SURGEONS. 

See  Aid  and  Attendance,  503;  Rate,  317. 

EXEOTTTION. 

See  Declaration,  210. 


See  Jurisdiction,  348. 

FEE. 

See  also  Fee  Agreements;  Attorneys,  49, 490,  and  492;  Dependent  Parents,  247. 

Dependent  Parent' i  Claims. 

1.  An  applicant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make 

and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes, 
without  regard  to  the  proxdsions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  So 
much  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Darling  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299) 
as  denies  the  existence  of  such  a  right  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  is  overruled. 

Katkryne  A.  Balcliffe  (mother) 171 

2.  Where  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  wholly  under  section 

4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  calls  were  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  for 
evidence  of  dependence  at  the  date  of  the  soldier  son's  death,  and  the  proof 
furnished  establishes  dependence  at  date  of  soldier's  death,  and  the  provisions 
of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  have  in  no  manner  been  invoked,  it  is 
error  to  issue  the  certificate,  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  under  section 
4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  In  such  a  case  the  attorneys  prosecuting  the  claim  should  be  certified 
such  fee  as  agreed  upon,  evidenced  by  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agree- 
ments filed  in  the  claim,  not  exceeding  $25. 

Kathrina  Blitch  (mother) 247 

3.  Under  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  fee  of  but  $10  can  be  paid 

an  attorney  for  ser\nces  in  a  claim  filed  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  said  act; 
and  the  question  as  to  whether  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  properly  granted 
under  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  said  actt  can  not  be  decided  upon  appeal  as 
to  a  question  of  fee,  but  the  remedy  must  l>e  sought  in  an  application  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  for  a  read  judication  of  a  claim  and  a  reiasue  under 
the  general  law  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  first  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890. 

3fary  Horan  ( mother) 514 

Material  Service,  Premmption  ai  to. 

4.  After  the  lapse  of  several  yean^  trom  the  date  of  an  action  of  the  Bureau  adjudg- 

ing that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  ft»e,  it  will  be  presumed,  when  it  appears 
that  said  attorney  performed  the  material  service  necessary  to  earn  a  fee,  that 
he  observed  the  rules  of  practice  as  regards  mere  formal  ser^'ice• 

Edward  W.  Stephens 215 

Merit  and  Fee  Appeal. 

5.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  for  pension  upon  its  merits  can  not  be 

reviewed  upon  ap()eal  from  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

James  Hughes  (father) 325 
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Minor' ■  Glaimf  Whole  Fee  to  be  paid. 

6.  In  a  minor's  claim  for  pension,  when,  upon  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension, 

payment  of  the  share  of  one  claimant  is  withheld  under  the  instructions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  dated  January  14,  1901,  the  entire  fee  of  the  attorney 
prosecuting  the  case  shall  he  paid  pro  rata  from  the  shares  of  the  other  claim- 
ants to  whom  pension  is  paid  upon  and  at  the  time  of  said  issue. 

Minors  of  David  G.  Miller 496 

Ho  Fund — No  Fee. 

7.  Where  there  is  no  fund  from  which  a  fee  can  l>e  paid,  at^tion  refusing]:  to  certify  a 

fee  is  proper. 

Annie  C.  Ckishner  (midoir) 149 

Prima  Facie  Caee. 

8.  Where  an  attorney  has  prima  facie  established  a  claim  for  pension,  and  no  call 

for  additional  evidence  has  been  made,  he  has  earned  the  fee,  though  subse- 
quently to  his  death  another  attorney  filed  evidence  for  which  the  Bureau 
could  have  issued  a  call. 

Annie  E.  Myers  {icidvtr) 392 

Aerating. 

9.  In  the  absence  of  valid  fee  agreements,  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  for 

his  services  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  a  claim  for  rerating. 

Samuel  Bennimm  (claimant) 202 

FEE  AOBEEMENTS. 

See  also  Appeal,  519;  Fee,  202  and  514;  Practice,  325. 

Inerease— Act  June  87,  1890. 

1.  The  fee  in  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  the 

cause  upon  which  said  claim  is  based,  is  governed  by  the  fourth  proviso  of  the 
pension  appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  can  not  exceed  $2. 

JohnH.  Afflerbach 508 

Minor  Contecting  against  Minon. 

2.  A  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  in  behalf  of  one  as  minor  child  of  a 

soldier,  when  antagonistic  to  a  claim  in  behalf  of  others  as  minor  children  of 
the  same  soldier  to  whom  the  entire  pension  has  been  paid,  is  an  original  claim 
for  pension  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  when  valid  fee 
agreements  are  filed  in  such  a  claim  the  law  directs  that  they  shall  be  recognized. 
Minor  of  Henry  Elberson  (claimant) 150 

Befoeal  to  Becognise  Agreements  by  CommiMioner. 

3.  Upon  appeal  the  papers  in  a  claim  will  not  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether 

the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  properly  refused  to  recognize  articles  of  agree- 
ment in  a  claim  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  unless  the  facts  as  recited  on  appeal 
present  such  showing  as  would  warrant  the  belief  that  gro^s  injustice  has  been 
done  in  refusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement. 

Annie  Higgins  ( widow) 519 

FRAUD  AND  MISTAKE. 

See  also  Reimbitrsements,  308  and  395. 
Clerical  Error. 
1.  While  it  is  e\ndent  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  proi)o8ed  to  recover  was  due  to 
a  clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held 
that  recovery  by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  \ye  enfon'ed. 

Joseph  B.  WUs(jn 308 
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Fraud  on  Part  of  Claimant. 
2.  The  evidence  obtained  by  a  special  investigation  having  clearly  shown  that  the 
diseases  of  which  the  soldier  died  existed  prior  to  his  enlistment,  and  that  the 
claimant  was  in  a  position  to  know  of  their  existence,  it  is  held  that  her  claim 
for  pension  on  the  ground  that  said  diseases  originated  in  the  service  was  fraudu- 
lent, and  that  the  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  waa  properly  with- 
held for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount  paid  upon  said  claim. 

Sarah  Af.  Decker  {widow) 200 

GUABDIANSHTP. 

See  also  Jurisdiction,  351. 

1.  The  guardian  of  a  pensioner  is  the  agent  of  the  United  States  for  the  proper 

expenditure  of  pension  money  in  his  hands,  irrespective  of  the  duties  devolved 
upon  him  by  the  State  law. 

2.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United 
States;  and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionarv 
power  necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guard- 
ians holding  }>ension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction  both  before  and  after 
the  death  of  their  wards. 

3.  All  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of 

the  pension  law,  and  have  not  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in 
accordance  with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  a<*crued  pension. 

4.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guaniian  has  not,  in  legal  con- 

templation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

Commimoncr  of  Pensions 351 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  The  appellant  obtains  a  comfortable  support  from  a  farm  on  which  he  resides 
with  his  wife  and  son,  the  title  to  said  farm  being  in  the  wife:  Ileld^  While 
section  6295,  statutes  of  Michigan,  allows  the  wife  to  hold  and  convey  property 
free  from  interference  and  joinder  by  her  husband,  yet  the  said  statutes  do 
not  deprive  the  husband  of  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  a 
right  belonging  to  him  under  the  common  law. 

Thomas  Garner  (father) 297 

HONOBABLE  DISCHARGE. 

See  DiscnARGE;  Desertion,  362. 

INCBEASE. 

See  also  Am  axd  Attendance,  503;  Attorneys,  429  and  492;   Fee  Agreements, 

508;  Line  of  Ditty,  191;  Practice,  122  and  451. 
Third  Grade. 
1.  The  objective  conditions,  due  to  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart,  and  the 
se<iuehe  thereof,  described  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held 
August  2,  1899,  in  pursuance  of  the  claim  for  increase  filed  January  28,  1899, 
show — in  the  judgment  of  the  Deimrtment — the  existence  at  that  time  of  a 
degree  of  disability  fully  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  for  purposes  of 
manual  lal)or;  and  it  is  therefore  held  that  the  allowance  of  the  third -grade 
rate  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  was  and 
is  fully  warranted. 

Calvin  A .  Hutchinson 51 
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Act  of  Janaary  6,  1898. 
2.  The  increaae  of  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  for  survivors  of 
the  Mexican  war  who  have  been  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887,  or  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  should  be  made  to  commence 
from  the  date,  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  granting  said 
increase,  at  which  it  shall  have  been  established  by  the  proof  that  the  condi- 
tions of  disability  and  destitution  existed  which  are  designated  in  said  act  as 
entitling  such  pensioners  to  the  increase  of  pension  therein  provided. 
The  decisions  of  this  Department  ot  May  19,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Collins,  alias 
Crossweight  (L.  B.  125,  p.  82);  June  8,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Harmon  (L.  B. 
129,  p.  7);  September  13,  1895,  in  the  case  of  Hope  (L.  B.  182,  p.  400);  and 
May  7,  1898,  in  the  case  of  Levan  (9  P.  D.,  322).  and  all  similar  decisions  and 
holdings,  are  hereby  overruled  and  set  aside,  and  Order  No.  231  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  is  disapproved  and  abrogated. 

Robert  Marhwood 380 

IMPEDIMENT. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  97,  114,  and  266. 

nrCtJBATIOK. 

See  Origin,  329. 

INCXTBBENCE. 

1.  The  prior  soundness  of  the  claimant  being  well  established,  and  it  being  shown 
that  he  performed  active  duty  of  the  most  arduous  character,  immediately  fol- 
lowing which  he  was  taken  sick  with  a  congestive  chill  and  sent  to  hospital, 
where  after  three  months'  treatment  he  was  discharged  the  service  on  account 
of  inguinal  hernia  and  synovitis  of  the  knee  joint,  and  there  being  no  intima- 
tion that  he  was  at  any  time  outside  the  line  of  duty,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
his  alleged  double  hernia  was  the  result  of  his  military  service  in  line  of  duty. 
Francis  Baltzer 516 

INDIAN  WABS. 

1.  The  Sabine  Indian  war  not  being  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27, 

1892,  the  soldiers  who  served  therein  are  not  entitled  to  i>en8ion  under  said  act. 

R.G,  English 177 

INDIANA  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  271. 

INTEBL0CT7T0BY  DECREE. 

See  Decree. 

IOWA. 

See  Marriage,  73. 
JT7BISDICTI0N. 

See  Declarations,  210;  Division  op  Pension,  494;  Marriage,  271. 

Afl  to  Declarations. 
1.  Soldier  executed  his  declaration  and  mailed  it  to  the  C()inniit«sioner  of  Pensions, 
but  died  six  days  i)rior  to  the  date  of  its  receipt  at  the  Pension  Bureau.-  Hekly 
A  pension  claim  is  not  i>tmding  until  the  date  of  the  tiling  of  the  declaration, 
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for  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  attains  no  jurisdiction  until  the  declaration  is 
fil^.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  a  dead 
person,  and  the  filing  of  said  declaration  was  of  no  force  or  effect 

AmH,  DiUey .-  257 

2.  A  declaration  for  pension  is  of  no  force  or  effect  whatever  until  filed  in  the 

Bureau  of  Pensions. 

3.  The  actual  mailing  of  a  declaration  for  pension,  addressed  to  the  Commiasioner  of 

Pensions,  is  not  sufficient  proof  that  the  same  was  ever  filed  in  the  Bureau  of 
Pensions;  neither  does  such  mailing  raise  any  presumption  that  said  declara- 
tion had  been  fileil  in  said  Bureau. 

Anthony  C  Grady^  alias  John  Davis 420 

4.  The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  made  on  August  10,  1888,  before  the 

deputy  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  but  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  same  was  executed  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  of  said  6tate: 
Heldf  The  declaration  is  invalid. 

Samuel  Berry 210 

Ab  to  Marriage  and  Divorce. 

5.  The  appellant  was  married  to  the  deceased  soldier  in  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  in 

1880,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wif^'until  his  death  in  1896.  She  was  pre- 
viously married,  in  1869,  to  one  Henry  Curtner  in  Ohio.  In  1898  she  obtained 
a  decree  in  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  annulling  and  vacat- 
ing her  marriage  to  Curtner  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  and  declaring  her 
marriage  to  the  soldier  valid,  legal,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  Indiana: 
Heldf  That  said  court  having  had  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
and  the  parties,  its  judgment  and  decree  declaring  said  marriage  to  the  soldier 
l^ai  and  valid  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and 
establishes  the  legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  wife  of 
the  soldier,  and  she  should  be  accepted  as  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7, 
1882. 

Mary  J.  Volger  {widair) 271 

6.  The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a 

divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana  while  she  resided  in  Arizona.  The 
transcript  of  the  record  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
-  -  in  the  divorce  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address 
was  known.  This  statutory  requirement  being  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court. 

Annie  M,  SMpp  {widow) 226 

7.  The  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Arkansas  in  1879 

against  the  claimant,  wlio  was  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  is  void  for  the  reason 
that  the  statutory  requirement  that  the  warning  order  should  be  published 
Avas  not  complied  with. 

Elizabeth  Willianuion 406 

Of  Commissioner  over  Medical  ExaminationB. 

8.  The  third  sulxiivision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  confers  discretion 

on  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  the  exercise  of  which  he  may  order  a 
claimant  to  be  examined  by  an  expert  without  an  examination  before  a  full 
board  of  examining  surgeons. 

Samuel  S.  Bowman 348 

Of  Commissioner  over  Pension  Fund  in  Hands  of  Onardian. 

9.  The  guardian  of  a  pensioner  is  the  agent  of  the  United  States  for  the  proper 

ex})en<iiture  of  pension  money  in  his  hands,  irrespective  of  the  duties  devolved 
upon  him  by  the  State  law. 
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10.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United  States; 
and  the  CJommissioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary  power 
necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guardians  hold- 
ing pension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction  both  before  and  after  the  death 
of  their  wards. 

11.  All  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of  the 

pension  law,  and  have  not  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in  accord- 
ance with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension. 

12.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  contem- 

plation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

13.  The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  is  the  law  of  distribution  of  accrued  pension  of  a 

deceased  pensioner,  and  applies  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unex- 
pended at  the  time  of  such  pensioner's  decease. 

Commissioner  oj  Pensions ^— 351 

KANSAS  IA.WS. 

See  M,\RRiAGE,  97. 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE. 

See  Line  of  Duty,  30. 

LEGITIMACT. 

See  also  Markiage,  40,  278,  and  294. 

Laws  of  Maryland. 

1.  Under  the  laws  of  Maryland  slaves  might  legally  m-irry,  and  the  issue  of  their 

marriage  was  legitimate. 

Samuel  Tutti^  if alher) 278 

Lawi  of  TexmoBsee. 

2.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  this  appellant  married  the  mother  of  the 

deceased  soldier  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  1844,  according  to  the  custom  of 
slaves;  that  the  deceased  soldier  was  bom  of  said  marriage  in  1845,  and  was 
always  known  and  acknowledged  as  the  son  of  the  appellant;  that  the  appel- 
lant and  the  mother  of  soldier  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and 
wife,  and  were  universally  so  known  and  recognize<l  from  the  date  of  their 
slave  marriage  until  the  death  of  the  latter,  in  1872;  that  they  were  so  living 
together  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  on  May  26,  186(5,  the  date  of  the  act  of  said 
State  making  said  marriage  legal  and  valid  for  all  purposes,  and  legitimizing 
all  the  issue  of  such  marriage.  There  is  no  competent  or  sulhcient  evidence 
in  this  case  indicating  that  the  ap|)ellant  was  not  the  fatlier  of  the  decea.»<ed 
soldier,  and  he  should  be  accepted  a**  such  for  pensionable  puriwses. 

Rtniben  Burton  [father) 294 

Parents  Must  be  Legally  Married. 

3.  A  minor  child,  to  be  i>en8i(mable,  must  be  the  child  of  a  woman  to  whom  the  sol- 

dier, its  father,  was  legally  married,  notwithstanding  that  soldier  solemnly 
declared  and  recognized  it  to  l)e  his  legitimate  child. 

Alleged  minors  of  WiUiam  Hartley : 40 

LIMITATION. 

See  Fee,  171;  Practice,  95  and  112. 
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LINE  OF  DX7TY. 

See  also  Disloyalty,  290;  iNcrRRENCE,  516. 

Absent  from  Command. 

1.  This  appellant  was  granted  leave  of  absence  by  his  commanding  officer  to  \Tsit  his 

family,  with  orders  to  return  and  report  to  hia  command  on  a  certain  day  and 
at  a  designated  place.  In  obedience  to  said  orders  he  returned  and  reported  at 
the  place  and  on  the  day  designated  therein,  but  found  that  his  command  had 
moved  on  and  was  not  at  said  place,  which  was  occupied  by  the  enemy,  who 
attacked  and  wounded  him:  Heldf  That  the  appellant  w^as  in  the  line  of  duty 
when  woimded  under  the  foregoing  circumstances. 

WillmmSmUh 30 

2.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  this  appellant's  military  8er\'ic!e,  and  from 

the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incurred  the*  disabilities  in 
the  ser\'ice  on  account  of  which  he  was  formerly  pensioned  he  waa  in  deser- 
tion from  a  prior  term  of  service,  and  was  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper 
command  without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  he 
restored  to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  rulings  and  decisions  of  this 
Department.  See  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382)  and  widow  of  John 
Sullivan  (10  P.  D.,  55.) 

Jjejrift  Rankin 373 

3.  Appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volun- 

teer Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long  prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the 
injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense  of  desertion  terminated  with 
said  contract  of  enlistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  he 
was  no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  of  military  duty  under  his  second 
enlistment  and  occupied  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  action  dropping  him 
from  the  rolls  because  of  desertion  from  his  first  service  was  error.  (See  case 
of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  382. ) 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  /T.,  Burns ...  332 

Accidental  wound. 

4.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does 

not  show  that  the  disabilities  from  pensioned  causes  have  increajsied.  The  evi- 
dence on  file  in  the  case  shows  that  the  newly  alleged  disability — gunshot 
wound  of  right  ankle — was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  having  been  caused  by 
the  accidental  discharge  of  a  pistol  carried  by  claimant  at  his  own  risk. 

Pinckney  Hopper. 191 

Killed  Accidentally  by  Falling  from  Window. 

5.  Soldier  was  killed  by  a  fall  from  a  window  at  the  hotel  at  which  he  was  stopping 

just  prior  to  his  final  payment  and  the  dislmndment  of  his  command.  It  is 
held  that  his  death  was  not  due  to  his  military  service  in  line  of  duty. 

Mary  E.  Parker  {now  Resdin),vAdmc 103 

KiUed  while  Hunting. 

6.  The  officer,  father  of  this  minor,  having  been  killed  by  the  accidental  dischai^e 

of  his  gun  while  hunting  by  permission  of  the  commanding  ofiScer  of  the  post, 
not  the  consequence  of  any  willful  neglect  or  improper  conduct  on  his  part,  his 
deiith  is  considered  to  have  occurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  commander  of 
said  post  reporting  that  said  ofiicer  at  the  lime  he  was  killed  was  consideretl  on 
detached  service.     (See  case  of  Margaret  M.  Hoffman,  9  P.  D.,  277.) 

Miliar  of  James  S.  MarsteUer 55 
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May  be  Freinmed. 

7.  When  prior  soundness  is  shown  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  that  the  injury 

was  sustained  in  the  service  is  furnished,  there  being  no  circumstances  which 
would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty,  and  such 
injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

William  D,  MitcheU ] , 84 

Retired  Officer. 

8.  A  soldier,  retired  after  thirty  years'  service,  can  not  be  considered  as  still  in  the 

service  for  pensionable  purposes  without  due  proof  of  the  origin  of  disability 
in  line  of  duty.  The  service  contemplated  by  the  law  is  active  service,  and 
disability  or  death  must  be  shown  to  be  due  thereto.  Soldier  having  had 
syphilis  in  service  and  there  being  intervals  between  his  enlistments,  as  well  as 
four  years  of  separation  from  active  service  after  his  retirement,  can  liot  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  contracted  disease  of  urinary  organs,  which  led  to  his  death, 
in  service  and  line  of  duty  simply  because  his  active  service  extended  over 
thirty  years.     Definite  proof  of  origin  and  continuance  is  necessary. 

Catherine  Meade  ( widmv ) 28 

liOUISIANA  LAWS. 

See  Marriaok,  339. 

KtABBIAOE  AND  DIVOBCE. 

See  also  Estoppel,  195;  Evidence,  43  and  102. 

Impediment  to  Marriage. 

1.  A  minor  child,  to  be  pensionable,  must  be  the  child  of  a  woman  to  whom  the 

soldier,  its  father,  was  legally  married,  notwithstanding  that  soldier  solemnly 
declared  and  recognized  it  to  be  his  legitimate  child.  It  appearing  that  the 
deceased  soldier  had  Ix^en  lawfully  married  prior  to  his  marriage  to  the  mother 
of  the  above-named  minor  children,  that  said  marriage  was  never  dissolved  by 
divorce,  and  that  said  first  wife  survived  him  and  is  at  present  in  receipt  of  a 
pension  as  his  widow,  and  that  the  mother  of  said  minor  children  also  sur\'ived 
the  soldier  and  is  now  living,  said  minors  have  no  title  whatever  to  pension  as 
minor  children  of  the  deceased  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the  pension 
laws.     See  case  of  alleged  minors  of  Jonas  AV.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227) . 

Alleged  minors  of  William,  Hartley 40 

2.  Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  evidence  of  a  ceremony  and 

cohabitation.  The  only  evidence  of  a  prior  marriage  is  the  testimony  of  his 
sister  and  a  friend,  to  whom  he  wrote  or  disclosed  that  he  hatl  married  a  girl 
in  a  seaport  while  he  was  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  sailor.  His  mere  decla- 
ration, without  other  proof,  is  not  competent  to  establish  such  a  marriage  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  rights  of  this  claimant,  and,  on  this  point,  her  legal  widow- 
hood is  considered  established. 

Carrie  Peterson  ( widow) - 139 

3.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  had,  at  the  time  of  his  formal  marriage  to  this 

claimant  in  1874,  a  living  and  undivorced  fonner  wife,  who  died  in  1892,  having 
l)een  insane  since  1860:  Held^  Said  marriage  in  1874  was  invalid  and  void,  and 
a  valid  marriage  subsequent  to  the  death  of  his  lawful  wife  in  1892,  his  own 
death  occurring  in  1896,  is  not  presumable  from  the  circumstances  shown. 

Elizabeth  Henderson  {alleged  widow),,, ••••••••• 204 
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4.  The  claimant  is  shown  to  have  separated  from  the  soldier  shortly  after  his  return 

from  the  Army,  and  in  1666  (while  the  soldier  was  still  living)  married  one 
A.  J.  Pebbles,  with  whom  she  lived  until  he  abandoned  her  m  1880.  The  sol- 
dier died  in  1871.  She  alleged  that  she  had  heard  that  the  soldier  was  dead 
before  she  married  Pebbles,  but  learned  that  he  was  alive  some  time  after- 
wards— about  a  year  before  his  death:  Heldy  That  by  her  marriage  to  Pebbles 
in  1866,  and  subsequent  conduct,  she  is  estopped  from  claiming  pension  as  the 
widow  of  the  soldier. 

Phebe  Ann  Cobnnij  now  Robbins  {alleged  iv'idow) 403 

5.  Appellant,  prior  to  the  time  of  her  alleged  marriage  to  soldier,  married  one 

William  Norris,  in  1864,  who  was  at  the  time  a  soldier  in  the  United  States 
Army,  stationed  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  in  territory  in  possession  of  the  United 
States  forces,  in  which  the  President's  emancipation  proclamation,  of  January 
1,  1863,  was  effective,  and  claimant  was  also  in  said  territory,  serving  with  the 
United  States  forces  as  laundress,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  being  performed 
by  the  chaplain  of  soldier's  regiment.  As  it  is  shown  that  said  Norris  was  still 
living  at  the  time  of  claimant's  alleged  marriage  to  Smith,  and  no  divorce  being 
shown,  said  marriage  was  void. 

Rose  E.y  cdleged  undotv  of  Israel  Smith 443 

6.  Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  in  1878,  he  having  at  the  time  a  former  wife 

living  who  was  not  divorced  from  him  until  1896,  was  null  and  void,  and  as 
claimant  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  legally  married  to  the  soldier  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  she  can  have  no  title  to  pension 
under  said  act  by  reason  of  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  thereof. 

DruciUa  Walker  (midotv) 488 

Lawi  of  California. 

7.  In  the  absence  of  consent  the  mutual  assumption  of  marital  rights,  duties,  and 

obligations  can  not,  under  the  statutes  of  California,  constitute  marriage. 

Rachel  J.  Sebastian  {uidow) 144 

Laws  of  Indiana. 

8.  The  appellant  was  married  to  the  deceased  soldier  in  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  in 

1880,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death  in  1896.  She  was  pre- 
viously married,  in  1869,  to  one  Henry  Curtner  in  Ohio.  In  1898  she  obtained 
a  decree  in  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  annulling  and  vacating 
her  marriage  to  Curtner  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  and  declaring  her  mar- 
riage to  the  soldier  valid,  legal,  and  binding  mider  the  laws  of  Indiana:  Held, 
That  said  court  having  had  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the 
parties,  its  judgment  and  decree  declaring  said  marriage  to  the  soldier  legal 
and  valid  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and  establiKlies 
the  legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  wife  of  the  soldier, 
and  she  should  be  accepted  as  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  ])rovi8ions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882. 

}fary  J.  Vogler  ( mdotv) 271 

Laws  of  Kansas. 

9.  The  deceased  soldier  married  the  api>ellant  by  ceremony  in  the  State  «  f  Kinj^a?? 

in  1875,  at  a  time  when  he  had  a  former  wife  living,  who  fc:u]:j50(^uently  o].u;i:»cTl 
a  divorce  from  him  in  the  State  of  Michigan  in  1877,  which  facts  were  unknown 
to  the  appellant  during  the  lifetime  of  the  soldier.  The  appellant  and  the 
soldier  lived  together  continuously  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Kansas, 
united  in  church  membership  as  husband  ami  wife,  joined  in  the  execution  of 
deeds  and  conveyances  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  by  their 
relatives,  friends,  and  neighbors  from  and  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment 
to  their  marriage  in  1877  up  to  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  in  1898,  a  period 
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of  twenty-one  years:  Held,  That  under  the  J^ws  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  where 
the  parties  resided,  a  valid  common-law  marriage  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  contracted  by  them  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  lawful 
union.  (State  v.  Walker,  36  Kans.,  297;  State  v,  Hughes,  35  Kans.,  626;  State 
r.  McFarland,  38  Kans.,  664;  Matney  v.  Linn,  59  Kans.,  613;  and  Shorten  v, 
Judd,  60Kans.,73.) 

Elizabeth  Lockwood  {widow) 97 

Laws  of  Louisiana. 

10.  There  being  no  proof  or  facts  warranting  the  presumption  of  a  prior  marriage  by 

the  soldier,  and  the  imdisputed  evidence  showing  that  claimant  and  soldier 
lived  and  cohabited  together  as  man  and  wife  for  eleven  years  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  the  law  of  that  State  would  presume  them  married,  and  the  claim- 
ant is  therefore  entitled  to  pension  as  the  lawful  widow^  of  the  soldier. 

Minna  Wilson  (tuidow) 339 

Laws  of  Karyland. 

11.  Under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  slaves  might  legally  marry,  and  the  issue  of  their 

marriage  was  legitimate. 

Samuel  Tuttle  (father) 278 

Laws  of  Massachusetts. 

12.  Claimant  married  soldier  in  1856  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  in  the  State  of 

Massachusetts  until  his  second  enlistment,  December  18,  1863.  Not  having 
heard  from  her  said  husband  since  1864,  and  believing  him  to  be  dead, 
she  married  one  Stewart,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  in  November,  1870, 
and  lived  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  w*ife,  in  said  State  (both  believing 
said  marriage  to  have  been  legal )  until  his  death,  which  occurred  August  16, 
1889.  The  soldier  died  in  the  Soldiers'  Home  in  Chelsea,  Mass.,  December 
18,  1882:  Heldf  That  under  the  laws  and  decisions  of  the  State  of  Massachu- 
setts claimant's  ceremonial  marriage  to  Stewart  was  void,  and  that  she  was 
the  wife  of  Sanders  until  his  death  in  1882,  w^hen  she  became  his  widow,  but 
she  and  Stewart  having  liveil  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  the  death  of 
Sanders  to  the  death  of  Stewart,  each  desiring  to  be  and  believing  that  they 
were  husband  and  w^ife,  they  are  deemed  and  held  to  have  legally  sustained 
the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  and  were  such  under  the  laws  of  that  State 
from  the  death  of  Sanders  to  the  death  of  said  Stewart,  when  she  became 
Stewart's  lawful  widow,  and  there  being  no  pensionable  period  of  widowhood 
between  the  death  of  Sanders  and  the  time  she  became  the  wife  of  Stewart 
the  rejection  of  her  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  the  death  of  Sanders  was 
proper  and  is  affirmed. 

Emma  C.  Sanders,  nmv  Stewart  {widow) 114 

Laws  of  Mississippi. 

13.  It  being  shown  that  at  the  time  cf  this  claimant's  formal  marriage  in  1876  to  the 

soldier  herein  she  had  a  former  husband  living  and  undivorce<l,  such  marriage 
was  invalid  and  void;  but  as  she  and  soldier  then  married  in  entire  g(Kxl 
faith,  believing  in  her  legal  competency  to  marry,  and  cohabited  thereafter 
continuously  for  twenty-one  years,  eleven  of  which  were  subsecjuent  to  the 
death  of  her  former  husband,  each  continuing  until  the  soldier's  death  in  the 
belief  of  their  legal  union,  holding  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  being 
generally  accepte<i  as  such,  it  is  held  that  there  was,  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  w^here  she  and  soldier  resided  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a 
lawful  and  valid  marriage  between  them  subsequent  to  the  death  of  said  former 
husband,  and  that  she  is,  therefore,  the  soldier's  lawful  widow. 

Minerva  Brown  (vndow) 266 
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Laws  of  Oregon. 

14.  Under  the  civil  code  of  Oregon,  as  construed  in  the  case  of  Murray  r.  Murray 

(6  Or.,  26),  **  when  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living 
together  and  cohabiting  as  man  and  wife,  and  are  in  the  community  reputed 
and  received  in  society  as  such,  it  is  sufficient  prima  facie  to  prove  the  marriage 
in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding." 

Sarah  E.  Manual  (widow) 427 

Laws  of  TennesBee. 

15.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  this  appellant  married  the  mother  of  the 

deceased  soldier  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  1844,  according  to  the  custom  of 
slaves;  that  the  decease<l  soldier  was  bom  of  said  marriage  in  1845,  and  was 
alw^ays  known  and  acknowledged  as  the  son  of  the  appellant;  that  the  appel- 
lant and  the  mother  of  soldier  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and 
wnfe,  and  were  universally  so  known  and  recognized  from  the  date  of  their 
slave  marriage  until  the  death  of  the  latter  in  1872;  that  they  were  so  living 
together  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  on  May  26,  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  of  said 
State  making  said  marriage  legal  and  valid  for  all  purposes,  and  legitimizing  all 
the  issue  of  such  marriage.  There  is  no  competent  or  sufficient  evidence  in 
this  case  indicating  that  the  appellant  was  not  the  father  of  the  deceased  sol- 
dier, and  he  should  be  accepted  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Reuben  Burton  (father) 294 

Presumption  as  to. 

16.  The  claimant  married  the  soldier  in  1883  in  the  State  of  Illinois.     Her  former 

husband  had  been  absent  for  a  period  much  greater  than  seven  years.  His 
absence  was  continuous  and  unexplained,  and  no  intelligence  of  his  existence 
has  ever  been  received:  //f/d.  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
the  second  marriage. 

Mary  Cobiim  (widow) 43 

17.  Soldier  married  Martha  Pinkney  in  1841  and  they  lived  together  as  husliand  and 

wife  until  a  short  time  before  the  civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her.  He 
married  claimant  in  June,  1871,  and  also  had  a  second  marriage  ceremony 
performed  in  1888.  Martha,  the  first  wife,  died  June  22, 1897,  and  the  soldier 
died  November  30,  1897.  No  evidence  of  a  divorce  between  soldier  and  his 
first  wife,  Martha,  is  shown,  but  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  is,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  said  soldier  had  l)een  divorced  from  his 
first  wife  at  the  time  of  his  second  marriage  to  claimant.  (Citing  Jennette 
Burton,  9  P.  D.,  31;  Hull  v.  Rawles,  26  Miss.,  471;  Holmes  r.  Holmes,  6  La., 
463;  Blanchard  r.  Lambert  et  al.,  43  Iowa,  228;  Carroll  v.  Carroll  et  al.,  20 
Texas,  731,  and  Patterson  r.  Gaines,  6  Howard,  550.) 

Ijovijfa  C.  Germain  (widow) 66 

18.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  decisions  in  the  Germain  and  Orr  cases.     In  the 

Germain  caiH3  it  was  held  that  the  presumption  was,  in  the  absense  of  proof  to 
the  contrary,  that  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the  time  of 
his  se('ond  marriage  to  the  claimant;  but  such  presumption  is  rebuttable.  In 
the  Orr  case  the  presumption  of  divorce  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence  of  the 
first  wife  and  the  records  of  the  court  showing  that  no  divorce  had  been  pro- 
cured as  claimed. 

JA)uim  C\  Gennain  and  Mary  C  Orr 131 

19.  The  claimant  l)eing  unable  to  prove  by  the  te*»timony  of  p>er8onal  acquaintances 

that  nhe  was  never  niarrierl  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  or  to  furnish 
any  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife  except  a  sworn  statement 
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made  by  the  soldier  himself  less  than  a  year  before  his  death,  but  all  the 
known  facts,  as  well  as  the  presumptions  of  law,  being  favorable  to  the  validity 
of  her  said  marriage,  it  is  held  to  have  been  a  valid  marriage. 

Mary  M.  A.  Wood  (widow) 158 

20.  Appellant  was  married  to  one  David  King  in  1852,  in  Scotland.    Between  1855 

and  1856  said  King  came  to  the  United  States,  leaving  his  wife  in  Scotland. 
Thereafter  he  sent  for  her,  and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  him  at  Cohoes,  N.  Y., 
where  they  lived  as  man  and  wife  until  October  of  that  year,  when  on  account 
of  the  closing  of  the  mill  in  which  he  w^as  employed  he  left  home  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  work,  and  has  never  been  seen  or  heard  from  since  by 
appellant.  In  December,  1865,  claimant  married  James  Notman,  who  died 
May  26,  1892,  leaving  her  without  property  or  means  of  support:  Heldj  That 
claimant  was  the  legal  widow  of  James  Notman  under  the  laws  of  New  York, 
and  that  her  claim  as  such  is  sufficiently  proved  under  the  law  as  stated  in  the 
case  of  Davie  v.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  and  that  under  the  evidence  she  is 
entitled  to  pension  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Notman  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.  The  cases  of  Lavanchia  L.  Salisbury  (7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spicer  r. 
Spicer  (16  Abb.  Prac.  Repts.)  referred  to  and  distinguished. 

Annie  Notman  (undow) - 212 

21.  Claimant's  first  husband  left  her  about  the  year  1856,  without  any  ostensible 

reason,  except  to  go  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  has  never  been  heard  of  by  his 
relatives  and  friends  since.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  would  justify 
the  conclusion  that  said  husband  intended  to  forsake,  renounce,  or  relinquish 
his  concern  or  interest  for  said  claimant,  and  it  is  held  that  under  the  act  of 
March  13,  1896,  the  facts  warrant  the  presumption  that  said  first  husband  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to  soldier,  ten  years  after  the  departure 
of  said  first  husband,  and  that  said  marriage  was  valid  and  she  is  his  legal 
widow.  Where  no  record  of  deaths  is  in  existence  in  a  particular  jurisdiction, 
testimony  of  two  credible  witnesses  as  to  the  date  of  death  of  a  i)er8on,  giving 
good  reasons  for  fixing  a  certain  date  as  the  date  of  such  person's  death,  will 
be  accepted  as  sufficient  proof  of  the  date  theret)f. 

Wesley  Buckler  et  al.  (minors) 234 

22.  The  claimant  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  according  to 

the  law  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  wife  from  the 
marriage  to  the  date  of  his  death,  sixteen  years  afterwards,  her  pensionable 
status  was  established.  A  mere  presumption  of  life  of  a  prior  husband  can 
not  prevail  against  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  parties  who  enter  the 
marriage  relation  according  to  legal  forms. 

Eifiher  A,  Palmer  (widow) 320 

Slave  Carriages. 

23.  Claimant  was  one  of  four  slaves  who  cohabited  with  one  Melinda,  also  a  slave, 

she  bearing  three  of  her  j)seudo  husbands,  including  claimant,  a  child.  The 
masters  of  Melinda  and  claimant  refused  to  allow  a  ceremony  of  marriage 
to  be  performed:  Held^  The  connection  between  claimant  and  Melinda  was 
illicit,  the  evidence  showing  there  was  no  mutual  intent  on  their  part  to  con- 
summate a  bona  fide  slave  marriage. 

24.  The  act  of  February  27,  1866,  of  the  assembly  of  Virginia  referred  only  to  such 

colored  persons  who  had  undertaken  and  agreed,  bona  fide,  to  occupy  the 
relation  to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife.  Mutual  intent  was  a  sine  qua  non 
to  a  bona  fide  moral  matrimonial  relation  between  slaves.  The  decision  in  the 
case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10  P.  D.,  105)  is  reaffirme<l. 

Frank  Fitchett  (father) 167 
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25.  A  claimant  who  relies  upon  the  rale  of  evidence  provided  in  section  4705, 

Re^dsed  Statutes,  must  show  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  date 
of  enlistment,  when  the  latter  died  in  the  service,  or  if  otherwise  that  she 
lived  with  him  up  to  the  date  of  death. 

Lucinda  Harris  {alleged  widow) 181 

Bemarriage  and  Divorce. 

26.  Claimant,  the  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  married  Abraham  Jackson  in  1865; 

Jackson  obtained  a  divorce,  a  vinculo,  from  her  in  1881 :  Heldy  The  divorce 
decree  did  not  put  her  back,  as  to  the  rights  under  the  law,  as  the  widow  of 
Kirkland.  She  forever  destroyed  her  status  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland  when 
she  entered  into  a  valid  marriage  contract  with  Jackson. 

Martha  J,  Kirkland  (alleged  widow) •••...•...     73 

MABYIiAND  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  278;  Legitimacy,  278. 

MA88AGHXXSETTS  I^AWS. 

See  Marriage,  114. 

MATERIAL  SJSKVICJC. 

See  Attorneys,  429  and  490. 
MEDICAL  SXAMIKATIOKS. 

See  also  Jurisdiction,  348. 

1.  The  third  subdivision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  confers  discretion 
on  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  the  exercise  of  which  he  may  order  a 
claimant  to  be  examined  by  an  expert  without  an  examination  before  a  full 
board  of  examining  surgeons. 

Samuels.  Botvman .  348 

MENINGITIS. 

See  Death  Cause. 

MEXICAN  WAB. 

See  Service,  21,  110,  and  218. 

MICHIGAN  LAWS. 

See  Dependent  Parents,  297. 

MILITABT  AGE. 

See  Desertion,  286;  Service,  12. 

MILITIA. 

See  alHO  Service,  12. 

1.  The  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  cases  of  Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D., 
295),  William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Malter  Morris  (9  P.  D.,  462),  and  all  similar 
cases,  which  recognize  certain  militiamen  as  having  been  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  should  continue  to  be  accepte<i  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  as 
precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  pension  claims  of  the  class  therein 
deH.?ribed.     (See  20  Op.  Atty.  Genl.,  322.) 

Instructions 12 


INDEX   TO   DECISIONS.  559 


See  also  Comxencement,  431;  Dbbebtion,  193;  Fee,  496;   Feb  Agreements,  150; 

Mabriage  and  Dn'OBCE,  40. 

1.  The  grant  in  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  confers  title  upon  the 
minor  children  of  a  soldier  separate  and  independent  of  that  of  the  widow,  and 
contingent  only  upon  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  the  proviso  to  said  third 
section  relative  to  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  widow  to  the  soldier  does 
not  extend  to  or  affect  the  title  of  the  minor  children. 

Minors  of  George  TF.  Douglas 448 

MISSI8SIFPI  liAWa. 

See  Marriage,  266. 


See  Service,  282. 


See  DisABiLFTY,  185. 

NAVT  PENSIONS. 

1.  This  pensioner,  being  an  inmate  and  beneficiary  of  the  Naval  Asylum,  Philadel- 
phia, Pa.,  the  money  benefit  of  $13.25  per  month,  to  which  he  was  entitled 
under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  for  twenty  years'  service  in  the  Navy, 
and  in  lieu  of  which  he  accepted  the  home  in  the  asylum,  was  paid  to  the 
governor  of  that  institution,  by  virtue  of  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes.  He 
was  granted  leave  for  six  months  in  1896,  and  during  such  leave  was  per- 
mitted to  receive  the  $13.25  per  month  in  person.  During  this  leave,  also,  he 
applied  for  and  was  allowed  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  for  service  in  the  Mexi- 
can war,  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  but  the  first  payment  on  this  cer- 
tificate, which  included  arrears  from  the  date  of  the  act,  was  paid  to  the 
governor  of  the  asylum  by  the  pension  agent,  and  pensioner  was  only  allowed 
to  draw  the  amount  becoming  due  during  the  period  of  his  leave  from  the 
asylum.  It  has  been  held  in  a  decision  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Treasury 
(3  Dec.  Comp.  of  Treasury',  568)  that  *' Section  4813,  Revised  Statutes, 
requiring  the  pension  of  any  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine  entitled  to  a 
pension  to  be  paid  to  the  Sech^tary  of  the  Navy  during  his  continuance  in  a 
navy  hospital,  only  applies  to  such  pension  the  benefit  of  which  the  pensioner 
was  actually  receiving  at  the  time  he  was  in  the  hospital,  and  does  not  include 
a  pension  acquired  after  he  left  the  hospital.'*  Following  this  ruling,  while 
the  pensioner  was  still  constructively  a  beneficiary  of  the  asylum,  although  on 
leave,  yet  he  was  not  actually  an  inmate,  and  the  recognition  by  the  asylum 
authorities  and  pension  agent  of  his  right  to  draw  his  pension  during  the  period 
of  such  absence  carried  with  it  the  right  to  draw  all  of  such  pension,  including 
the  arrears  under  the  Mexican  war  act,  title  to  which  was  determine<l  while 
he  was  not  an  imate  of  the  asylum.  The  payment  of  such  arrears  to  the  gov- 
ernor or  treasurer  of  the  asylum  was  erroneous,  and  to  this  extent  the  appeal 
is  sustained.  Other  points  in  the  appeal  are  overruled  in  accordance  with 
former  decisions  (John  Spencer,  7  P.  D.,  152;  Richard  Ewing,  8  P.  D.,  44), 
except  in  so  far  as  the  scaling  clause  of  section  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  is  made 
to  apply  to  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes. 

WiUiam  I'lnley 410 
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NEOLEOT. 

See  Attorneys,  492. 
NEW  YOBK  I.AWS. 

See  Mauri  AGE,  212. 
NOTICE. 

See  Division  of  Pension,  288. 

1.  In  cases  of  contest  over  the  division  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 

the  appellee  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  thereof  and  reasona- 
ble time  in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  ax^gnment  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action 
appealed  from. 

Emily  EUvsv.  Leroy  Ellis 288 

2.  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  service  of  an  appeal  and  notice  thereof,  there  being  no 

waiver  of  service  by  the  appellee,  such  appeal  will  be  dismissed.  Due  proof  of 
service  may  be  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the  appellee  or 
her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt,  signed  by  the  appellee  or  her  attorney, 
and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his  attorney,  with  an  affidavit  that  on  a 
certain  day  a  copy  of  the  appeal  or  proposed  appeal  has  been  mailed  in  a  reg- 
istered letter,  postpaid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-office,  naming 
it,  and  that  the  card  was  returned  in  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  such 
letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copy  of  the 
appeal  was  personally  delivered  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  of  record. 

'  Sophia  M.  Loughry  i\  John  Loughry 523 

3.  An  affidavit  stating  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  attached  thereto  had  been  sent 

through  the  mail  to  .the  address  of  the  claimant,  as  given  by  the  Pension 
Bureau,  is  not  due  proof  of  service  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  should  show  that 
the  same  was  mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registry  receipt 
attached  to  such  proof  was  the  receipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a  true, 
full,  and  complete  copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  appeal. 

Eliza  J,  Conover  v.  William  Conover 524 

OATH  OF  ENLISTMENT. 

See  Desertion,  286. 

CEBEMA. 

See  Disability,  505. 

OREGON  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  427. 

OEDEB  192. 

See  Practice. 

ORIGIN. 

See  also  Line  op  Duty. 

1.  This  claim  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that,  according  to  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  the  appellant  Ijecame  ill  in  eight  days  after  his  enlistment,  and 
that,  according  to  the  evidence  filed,  his  sickness  was  typhoid  fever;  and  that, 
according  to  medical  authorities,  the  i)eriod  of  eight  days  is  too  short  for  the 
incubation  of  said  disease,  which  was,  therefore,  not  contracted  in  the  service 
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and  consequently  any  disability  arising  therefrom  is  not  pensionable:  Held^ 
That  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  said  record  is  erroneous  as  to  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  soldier's  illness  and  that  the  statement  of  the  Bureau 
relative  to  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  incorrect, 

Andrew  Forbes ^.    329 

PATHOLOOICAIi  SEaXTENCE. 

See  also  Death  Cause,  220,  440,  459,  and  480;  Disability,  185;  Rate,  317. 

1.  The  soldier's  death  is  shown  to  have  resulted  from  disease  of  kidneys,  caused 

by  ether  anaesthesia,  induced  for  the  purpose  of  operating  on  a  diseased  right 
testicle,  for  which  not  pensioned,  and  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  right  inguinal 
hernia  and  hydrocele,  for  which  pensioned:  Held^  That  inasmuch  as  the 
pensioned  disabilities  were  included  in  the  operation  leading  to  the  soldier's 
death,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  pension. 

Eligabet  Kaufman  {vHdow) 106 

2.  Appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  $36  per  month  on  account  of  a  gunshot  wound  of 

left  leg  and  resulting  total  disability  of  same.  The  right  leg  is  also  shown  to 
be  totally  disabled,  and  it  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  to  be  a  result  of  the  con- 
dition of  his  left  leg.  It  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  total  disability  of  the 
left  leg  was  caused  by  a  chronic  ascending  neuritis,  produced  by  the  gunshot 
wound,  and  that  the  disease  has  crossed  over  and  involved  the  right  leg,  and 
the  disability  resulting  from  said  neuritis  is  such  as  would  warrant  the  allow- 
ance of  a  higher  rate  of  pension  than  he  now  receives. 

Enoch  Alexander 151 

3.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination,  made  under  appellant's  claim  for  increase, 

shows  that  his  loss  of  vision  in  both  eyes  is  due  to  intraocular  changes  caused 
by  a  high  d^ree  of  myopia,  which  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  his  military 
service.    Action  affirmed. 

Adolph  Becker 185 

4.  The  late  officer  was  pensioned  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  a  gunshot 

wound  which  destroyed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the  orbit. 
His  death  is  shown*  to  have  been  due  to  disease  of  the  brain  or  meningitis: 
Held,  That  in  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than 
the  continued  disease  in  the  orbit  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily  by 
the  gunshot  wound. 

Rebecca  C.  Morgan  (widoic) 220 

5.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination  shows  the  condition  of  appellant's  eyes, 

on  account  of  which  he  claims  a  pension,  is  due  to  congenital  refractive  errors 
and  not  to  his  military  service,  and  that  the  rejection  of  his  claim  under  the 
general  law  was  therefore  correct. 

George  W.  Mowery 307 

6.  The  appellant,  who  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  rheumatism 

and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  wherein  he  alleged 
that  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  had  resulted  from  disease  of  heart,  and  claimed 
that  inasmuch  as  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  examined  pursuant 
to  said  claim  had  rated  his  disabilities  at  third  grade  ($24  per  month)  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  such  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination:  Held,  That  the 
existing  rate  in  the  case  was  fully  comniensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability 
found  at  said  examination  as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  the  heart; 
that  the  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  have  not  been  shown  to  be  a  sequence, 
either  from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  of  disease  of  heart,  and  that 

F.  D— VOL.  11 36 
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no  authority  to  determine  what  rate  or  rates  of  pension  shall  of  shall  not  be 
allowed  in  any  claim,  or  class  of  claims,  for  pension  has  ever  been  conferred 
upon  examining  surgeons,  either  by  law,  rule,  or  r^ulation. 

Andrnr  G.  Cunningham 317 

7.  Death  of  the  soldier  (who  was  over  50  years  of  age)  from  cerebral  hemorrliage 

can  not  \ye  accepted  as  due  to  injury  to  left  testicle  and  varicose  veins  of  right 
leg  and  resulting  amputation  of  same  above  the  knee,  for  which  he  was  j>en- 
sioned.  Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally  admitted  as  the  most 
potent  cause  of  said  fatal  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  this  case, 
so  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  those  advancing  a  contrary'  opinion. 

Maria  Brantigam  {widow) 388 

8.  The  soldier's  death,  at  the  age  of  72  years,  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  can  not  be 

properly  regarded  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  through  the  neck  incurred 
thirty-six  years  prior  thereto,  and  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

Emily  O.  Dilworth  {widmij)  459 

9.  The  soldier  is  a  pensioner  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  injury  to  right  shoulder 

and  resulting  muscular  atrophy,  imralysis  of  right  arm  and  resulting  total 
disability  of  same.  He  is  totally  blind  from  glaucoma,  which  is  alleged  to  be 
a  result  of  neuralgia,  caused  by  a  fall  from  his  horse,  by  which  he  incurred 
the  injury  to  his  shoulder.  The  facts  in  the  case,  supported  by  medical  author- 
ity, warrant  the  conclusion  that  said  blindness  is  due  to  spinal  injury,  or  to 
disease  of  heart,  or  both.     Action  reversed. 

James  Fitzgarield 462 

10.  Soldier's  death  from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  naso- 
pharyngeal catarrh,  on  account  of  which  he  was  pensioned  at  $2  yer  mouth, 
and  it  not  appearing  that  catarrh  was  otherwise  a  factor  in  the  death  cause, 
nor  that  said  cause  was  the  result  of  his  army  service,  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  on  that  ground  was  proper. 

Florence  E.  Foster  {widmv) 480 

PASS  TO  HUNT. 

See  Line  of  Duty,  55. 

PAYMENT. 

See  also  Attorneys,  49. 

1.  An  agent  or  attorney  rendering  services  in  proceedings  under  the  act  of  March  2, 
1895,  in  behalf  of  a  person  entitled  under  its  provisions  to  the  accrued  pension 
on  a  certificate  of  pension  of  a  deceased  i>ensioner,  must  look  to  the  i)er8on 
by  whom  he  is  employed  for  payment  for  his  services.  Case  of  Creorge  Aab 
(9  P.  D.,  377)  is  overruled. 

John  C.  Uohson  {deceased) : 49 

PENSION  FOND. 

See  Jurisdiction,  351. 

1 .  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United 
States;  and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary 
power  necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guardians 
holding  i)enRi()n  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction,  both  }>efore  and  after  the 
death  of  their  wards. 

2.  AH  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of  the 

jxjnsion  law,  and  have  not  ))een  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in  accord- 
ance with  law  in  his  l)ehalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension. 
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3.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  con- 
templation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

Commissioner  of  Pensions 351 

PRACTICE. 

See  also  Discharge,  13. 
Coxnmenoement  of  Xnorease. 

1.  In  the  adjudication  of  an  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  second  section  of 

the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  wherein  several  declarations  have  been  filed,  upon 
the  allowance  of  the  claim  the  pension  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing 
the  declaration  under  which  a  pensionable  condition  was  first  shown  to  exist; 
but  if,  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication  of  such  claim,  a  certificate  of  medical 
examination  made  under  the  claim  shows  a  condition  entitling  claimant  to  a 
higher  rate  of  pension  than  existed  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration 
under  which  the  allowance  was  made,  such  original  allowance  being  below  the 
maximum  rate,  the  rate  of  pension  should  be  increase<l  from  the  date  of  such 
certificate  of  medical  examination  (modifying  paragraph  6  on  page  95  of  A 
Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898). 

Ambrose  T.  Sanguinette 451 

Dropping. 

2.  In  1891  pension  was  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  when  the  practice 

required  only  a  final  honorable  discharge  from  the  service;  therefore  the 
desertion  of  an  applicant  for  pension  under  said  act  from  his  first  service  was 
no  bar  to  pension.  The  practice  having  been  changed  so  as  to  require  an 
honorable  discharge  from  all  ser\ice  contracted  to  be  performed  during  the 
war  of  the  rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  properly  dropped  from  the  rolls  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter. 

Jerome  Woodin^  alias  Frank  Allen 13 

Merit  Claim  not  Considered  on  Appeal  as  to  Fee. 

3.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  for  pension  upon  its  merits  can  not  be 

reviewed  upon  appeal  from  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

James  Hughes  {father) 325 

No  Benefit. 

4.  A  rating  of  $6  per  month  is  not  commensurate  with  disability  shown  in  this  case 

to  be  due  to  underweight,  emaciation  caused  by  malnutrition  and  neurasthenia, 
nasal  catarrh,  and  a  severe  case  of  bronchial  catarrh. 

5.  A  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  is  not  fully  legally  adjudicated 

has  not  reached  final  action. 

6.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  rejected  on  the  so-called 

ground  of  "no  l^enefit,"  but  the  j>ensi()ner  should  be  allowed  to  elect  under 
which  law  he  will  draw  his  pension,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ratings 
approved  for  or  allowed  under  each  law  are  not  the  same. 

Martin  Wagner 455 

Reopening. 

7.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does 

not  show  a  degree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned  causes  that  is  equivalent  to 
the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  manual  labor,  which  nmst  be  shown  before  the 
api)cllant  can  receive  the  next  higher  rate  of  pension.  As  the  evidence  referred 
to  by  the  apj^llant  was  not  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  letter  of  rejection 
had  been  mailed,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  reopen  the  rejected 
claim  was  proi)er  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice. 

\mUam  W.  Wilds 95 
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8.  The  rule  of  limitation  for  reopening  rejected  increase  claims  in  cases  where  an 

appeal  was  filed  before  the  rule  had  run  is  suspended  during  the  period  from 
the  date  of  filing  the  appeal  and  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department 
thereon. 

Jonathan  Kinaey 112 

Restoration  and  Increase  Claim. 

9.  The  practice  of  refusing  to  consider  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  or  one 

which  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  when  such  are  included  in  a  claim  for 
increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  unsoimd  practice.  Paragraph  3, 
page  102,  and  paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  A  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  ^e  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898,  are 
accordingly  amended. 

Andrew  J.  Brown 122 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

See  Disloyalty,  136;  Evidence,  43, 102, 197,  344, 437,  and  501;  Fee,  216;  Incurrence, 
516;  Line  of  Duty,  84;  Marriage,  66,  204,  212,  234,  131,  158,  320,  339,  and  427. 

PRIMA  FACIE  CASE. 

See  Fee,  392. 
PRO  RATA  FEE. 

See  Fee,  496. 


See  also  Special  Act,  424. 

1.  Claimant's  son  having  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  time  he  was  killed  in  battle, 
November  27,  1868,  she  was  entitled  to  a  pension  of  $25  per  month  under  her 
dependent  mother's  application  filed  January  16,  1891,  and  there  was  and  is 
no  authority  of  law  for  rating  her  pension  at  $12  per  month  under  section  4707* 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
MaryH.  EUioU  (mother) 34 


See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  473;  Disability,  505;  Bsratino,  299. 

Adeqaaey  of. 

1.  The  objective  conditions— due  to  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart,  and  the 

sequelae  thereof — described  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held 
August  2,  1899,  in  pursuance  of  the  claim  for  increase  filed  January  28,  1899, 
show,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  existence  at  that  time  of  a 
degree  of  disability  fully  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  for  purposes 
of  manual  labor,  and  it  is  therefore  Held^  That  the  allowance  of  the  third- 
grade  rate  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  was 
and  is  fully  warranted. 

Calvin  A.  Hutchinson 51 

2.  The  appellant,  who  is  x)ensioned  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  rheumatism 

and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  wherein  he  alleged 
that  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  had  resulted  from  disease  of  heart,  and  claimed 
that  inasmuch  as  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  examined  pursuant 
to  said  claim  had  rated  his  disabilities  at  third  grade  ($24  per  month)  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  such  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination:  Held,  That 
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the  existing  rate  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disa- 
bility found  at  said  examination  as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart; 
that  the  varicose  viens  of  both  legs  have  not  been  shown  to  be  a  sequence, 
either  from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  of  disease  of  heart,  and  that 
no  authority  to  determine  what  rate  or  rates  of  pension  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed  in  any  claim  or  class  of  claims  for  pension  has  ever  been  conferred 
upon  examining  surgeons  either  by  law,  rule,  or  r^ulation. 

Andrew  G,  Cunningham 317 

3.  The  rate  of  $8  per  month,  to  which  this  sailor  was  reduced,  appears  to  be  fairly 

commensurate  to  the  degree  of  incapacity  for  earning  a  support  shown  to  have 
existed. 

Afary  M.  De  Gough  {widow) 336 

Compounding. 

4.  The  claimant  was  pensioned  at  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart.    Subsequently 

a  reissue  was  made  to  include  deafness,  but  no  increase  of  rate  was  allowed. 
The  next  higher  rate  to  that  which  the  claimant  was  receiving  is  third  grade, 
$24  per  month.  There  is  no  authority  of  law  under  which  sjjecific  rates  and 
general  rates  can  be  compounded  to  make  a  grade  rating. 

Niram  W.  Mallory 165 

Bank — Dependent  Belative. 

5.  Claimant's  son  having  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  time  he  was  killed  in  battle, 

November  27,  1868,  she  was  entitled  to  a  pension  of  $25  per  month  under  her 
dependent  mother's  application  filed  January  16, 1891,  and  there  was  and  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  rating  her  pension  at  $12  per  month  under  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
Mary  H.  EUiott  {mother) 34 

6.  A  dependent  mother  who  claims  by  reason  of  death,  of  service  origin,  is  entitled 

to  a  rating  of  but  $12  per  month  when  the  origin  of  the  death  cause  was  con- 
tracted while  soldier  was  a  private,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  said  soldier 
afterwards  became  a  commissioned  ofl&cer. 

Eliza  Hodgman  (mother) 18 

B.ECOGM1TION. 

See  Attorneyship,  25  and  422. 

BECOBD. 

See  Disloyalty,  327;  Evidence,  483;  Jurisdiction,  226. 

BEDUCTIGN. 

See  Rate,  336. 

BEFXTNDMEKT. 

See  Fee,  215. 

BEIMBITBSBliENT. 

See  also  Fraud  and  Mistake,  200. 

1.  The  evidence  obtained  by  a  special  investigation  havmg  clearly  shown  that  the 
diseases  of  which  the  8(^)ldier  died  existed  prior  to  his  enlistment  and  that  the 
claimant  was  in  a  xx)sition  to  know  of  their  existence,  it  is  held  that  her  claim 
for  pension  on  the  ground  that  said  dineases  originated  in  the  service,  was 
fraudulent,  and  that  the  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  properly 
withheld  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount  paid  upon  said  claim. 

JSarah  M.  Decker  {mdoiv) 200 
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2.  While  it  is  evident  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  propoeed  to  recover  was  due 
to  a  clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  i)en8ioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held 
that  recovery  by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  be  enforced. 

Josephs.  WiU(m 308 

3.  Where  Bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionarj'  judgment 
in  passing  upon  eA^dence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon  the  x>art  of  the 
(claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends  to  discredit  that  first 
acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the  Government  from  accruing 
p>en8ion. 

John  La  MounUihi « 35*5 

OBJECTION. 

See  Practice,  455. 

REJECTED  KEOKUIT. 

See  Service,  390. 

HEMAHRIAQE. 

See  Restoration,  338. 

1.  Section  4708  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  applicable  to  widows  pensioned  umier  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  upon  remarriage  of  the  widow 
pensioner  she  becomes  no  longer  entitled  to  the  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
said  first  section,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  providing  for  the  continu- 
ance and  enjoyment  of  such  pension  during  the  natural  lives  of  the  persons 
entitled  thereto  y)eing  no  longer  applicable  to  her. 

Dora  V.  OtiSy  now  Crowley  {as  widow) 338 

REOPENING. 

See  also  Practice,  95  and  112. 

1.  The  rule  of  limitation  for  reopening  rejected  increase  claims  in  cases  w^here  an 

appeal  was  filed  before  the  rule  had  run  is  suspended  during  the  period  from  the 

date  of  filing  the  appeal  and  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  thereon. 

Jonathan  Kinsey 112 

BEPAYMENT. 

See  Division  of  Pension,  255. 

1.  It  having  been  decided  that  upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  law  and  upon  the 
evidence  in  the  case  the  division  of  the  pension  and  the  pajTnent  to  the  wife  of 
thiH  |>en8ioner,  by  virtue  of  the  act  namtnl,  were  erroneous  and  without  proper 
warrant  of  law,  the  refusal  to  restore  to  him  the  amount  of  which  he  was 
deprived  is  likewise  illegal,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  amount  shall  be  paid 
to  him. 

Henry  X  RoOwry 255 

BERATZNG. 

See  also  Fee,  202. 

1.  Title  to  rerating  becomes  clear  only  when  it  appears  manifest  from  the  evidence 
in  the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or 
fact,  but  adjudications  long  since  made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly 
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using  their  discretionary  judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be 
disturbed  for  light  and  transient  causes;  and  in  this  case,  thirty  )  ears  having 
elap)se<l  since  first  allowance  of  pension,  and  increase  under  many  examina- 
tions, the  TBiet*  fixed  will  not  be  disturbe<l. 

Alonzo  C.  Veale  {imdou^  completing) 299 

KES  JTTDIGATA. 

1.  Title  to  rerating  becomes  clear  only  w^hen  it  appears  manifest  from  the  evidence 

in  the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or 
fact,  but  adjudications  long  since  made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly 
using  their  discretionary  judgment,  within  its  proi>er  scope,  should  not  he 
disturbed  for  light  and  transient  causes;  and  in  this  case,  thirty  years  having 
elapsed  since  first  allowance  of  pension,  and  increase  under  many  examina- 
tions, the  rates  fixe<l  will  not  be  disturbed. 

Alonzo  (\  Veale  {vmlow  completing) 299 

2.  Where  Bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary  judgment 

in  passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  prooi  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the 
claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends  to  discredit  that  first 
acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the  Government  from  accruing 
pension. 

John  La  Mountain 395 

RESTORATION. 

See  also  Desertion,  373;  Pr.\ctice,  122. 

1.  The  practice  of  refusing  to  consider  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  or 

one  which  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  when  such  are  included  in  a  claim 
for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  unsound  practice.  Paragraph  3, 
page  102,  and  paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  '*A  treatise  on  the  practice  of  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,"  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898,  are 
accordingly  amended. 

Andrew  J.  Broivn w 122 

2.  Section  4708  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  applicable  to  widows  pensioned  under  the 

first  section  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  upon  the  remarriage  of  the 
widow  j)ensioner  she  becomes  no  longer  entitled  to  the  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  said  first  section,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  providing 
for  the  continuance  and  enjoyment  of  such  pension  during  the  natural  lives  of 
the  persons  entitled  thereto  being  no  longer  applicable  to  her. 

Dora  V.  Olis,  now  Croitiep  {(Uf  vndow) 338 

3.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  this  apj)ellant's  military  service,  and  from 

the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incurred  the  disabilities  in 
the  service  on  at^count  of  which  he  wa.s  formerly  i)ensioned  he  was  in  deser- 
tion from  a  prior  term  of  service,  and  wa.s  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper 
command  without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be 
restored  to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  rulings  and  decisions  of  this 
Department.  See  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382)  and  widow  of  John 
Sullivan  (10  P.  D.,  55). 

Leuis  Ro)ikin 373 

BETHIED  OFFICER. 

1.  A  soldier  retired  after  thirtv  vears'  service  can  not  be  considered  as  still  in  the 
service  for  pensionable  purp<jses  without  due  proof  of  the  origin  of  disability  in 
line  of  duty.  The  service  contemplated  by  the  law  is  active  sen*ice,  and  dis- 
abilitv  or  death  must  be  shown  to  l)e  due  thereto. 

Catherine  Meadt-  ( uidov) 28 
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BBTBOACTIVE  LAWS. 

See  Construction,  77  and  90, 


See  Appeal,  519. 

SABIKE  INDIAN  WAB. 

See  Service,  177. 

SECTION  4702,  BEVISEB  STATT7TES. 

See  Special  Act,  424. 
SECTION  4705,  BEVISEB  STATUTES. 

See  Marriage,  181. 
SEOTION  4707,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Dependent  Parents,  247;  Fee,  514. 
SECTION  4716,  REVISED  STATUTES. 
See  Disloyalty,  64,  124,  136,  241,  290,  and  327. 

SECTIONS  4718,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Commencement,  175. 

SECTIONS  4756,  4757,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Navy  Pensions,  410. 

SERVICE. 

See  also  Desertion,  332;  Notice,  523. 

Board  of  Enrollment. 

1.  This  appellant's  service  was  rendered  as  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enroll- 

ment of  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missonri.  He  filed 
an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law,  on 
account  of  disease  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  during  said  service;  and 
also  an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  on  account  of  said  service:  Heldy  That  there  is  no  pro- 
vision of  law  granting  pension  for  disease  contracted  while  ser\nng  as  commis- 
sioner of  l)oard  of  enrollment,  and  that  such  service  is  not  a  i)ensionable  Ber\dce 
under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Lucius  De  Wilt  Morse 183 

Militia. 

2.  The  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  cases  of  Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D., 

295),  William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Walter  Morris  (9  P.  D.,  462),  and  all  similar 
cases,  which  recognizes  certain  militiamen  as  having  been  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  should  continue  to  be  accepteil  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  as 
prece<lent8  under  which  to  adjudicate  p)ension  claims  of  the  class  therein 
descrilHid.     (See  20  Op.  Atty.  (lenl.,  322.) 

InMructions 12 
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Captain  Beatjr't  Seoats. 

3.  The  act  of  July  14, 1870,  for  the  relief  of  Captain  Beaty's  company  of  Independent 

Scouts  was  manifestly  passed  to  enable  deserving?  members  thereof  to  obtain 
the  benefit  of  pension  laws  then  in  force  for  disabilities  incurred  in  the  service 
and  line  of  duty,  and  its  scope  can  not  be  broadened  to  include  the  essentially 
different  conditions  of  title  to  pension  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  claimant,  never  having  been  legally  mustered  into  the  United  States 
service  and  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  is  not  pensionable  under  said  last- 
mentioned  act.    Citing  case  of  James  Threet  (9  P.  D.,  297). 

Russell  Stephens 141 

Deserter — ^Age. 

4.  This  claimant  being  over  18  but  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  enlist- 

ment, in  June,  1861,  such  enlistment  was  valid  and  binding  upon  him,  and  any 
disability  incurred  by  him  during  the  term  of  such  enlistment,  but  after  his 
desertion  therefrom  and  while  serving  in  the  United  States  Navy,  was  not  con- 
tracted in  line  of  duty. 

Edward  E.  Napier 240 

Af  Bnbftitate. 

5.  Claimant  was  enlisted  as  a  substitute  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  was 

carried  on  the  rolls  as  such  for  a  period  of  more  than  ninety  days,  when  he  was 
discharged  as  rejected  for  disability  by  a  board  of  inspection.  He  was  not 
assigned  to  any  company,  and  he  did  not  serve  in  the  military  service  in  the 
sense  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  is  not  entitled  to  pension. 
(See  cases  of  Bathton,  9  P.  D.,  162,  and  Ransom,  5  P.  D.,  183.) 

JohnS,  Robinson 390 

Xnrollment  and  Muter  as  Wagon  Master. 

6.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  in  the  War  Department  of  the  deceased 

soldier's  military  service  that  he  was  duly  enlisted  and  mustered  into  the  mili- 
tary service  of  the  United  States,  and  subsequently  honorably  discharged 
therefrom,  it  is  immaterial  whether  he  was  enlisted  and  served  as  a  ''wagon 
master"  or  not;  he  was  an  enlisted  man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States,  and  as  such  occupied  a  pensionable  status  under  the  law.  The  rejection 
of  the  appellant's  claims  for  pension  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  rendered  no  service  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  was,  therefore,  erroneous,  and  is  reversed. 

Margaret  Griffin  (widow) 282 

Indian  Wars. 

7.  The  Sabine  Indian  war  not  being  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27, 

1892,  the  soldiers  who  served  therein  are  not  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act 
R,  O,  English 177 

Mexican  War. 

8.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier 

during  the  Mexican  war,  and  from  the  testimony  on  file  in  this  case,  that  the 
soldier  was  duly  enlisted  for  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico  as  a  recruit  for  a 
regiment  then  on  duty  in  Mexico,  and  that  he  served  for  a  term  of  more  than 
sixty  days  under  orders  and  ''en  route"  to  the  seat  of  war  to  join  his  com- 
mand, such  service  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  required  by  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  entitles  his  widow  to  pension 
thereunder. 

Meta  Thornton  {widow) 21 
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9.  It  appearing  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased  sailor  did  not  serve  for  sixty 
days  with  the  Navy  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coajatfi  or  frontier 
thereof,  or  en  route  thereto  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  this  appellant  is  not 
entitled  to  pension  as  his  widow^  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Janoarv  29, 
1887. 

MatUdu  I.  Kennedy  {widow) 110 

10.  The  mere  fact  that  claimant  served  as  a  sailor  during  the  war  with  Mexico  is  not 

enough  to  entitle  him  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  but  he 
must  have  served  sixty  days  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or 
en  route  thereto,  or  actually  engaged  in  battle,  or  been  personally  named  by  a 
resolution  of  Congress  for  specific  service  rendered  therein. 

Thomas  McGinniss 218 

Period  of  Service. 

11.  This  soldier  enlisted  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  States  on  April  22,  1848, 

less  than  sixty  days  prior  to  the  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico,  on  May 
30,  1848.  Consequently  his  service  during  said  war  did  not  fulfill  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  pension  there- 
under. 

Alfred  WiUiams 163 

12.  While  soldier's  dischai^  and  a  report  from  the  War  Department  show  that  he 

served  from  January  27  to  April  14,  1864,  other  records  show  him  present  with 
his  company,  assigned  to  light  duty,  in  **camp  sick,"  and  discharged  May  21, 
1864,  and  therefore  in  the  military  service  from  enlistment  to  May  21,  18W, 
and  therefore  in  the  military  service  for  ninety  days  during  the  late  war  of 
the  rebellion. 

Martin  Collins 206 

13.  As  the  claimant  was  with  his  command  only  a  week  or  two  and  then  went  home 

and  remained  there  until  the  company  was  about  to  be  mustered  out,  his  place 
in  the  ranks  being  in  the  meantime  taken  by  another  man,  who  answered  to 
his  name  at  roll  call,  it  not  being  shown  that  he  received  a  sick  furlough,  as 
allied,  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  was  not  entitled  to  pension  thereunder. 

Johnli.  Trout 435 

Proof  of  Service  of  Notice. 

14.  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  service  of  an  appeal  and  notice  thereof,  there  being  no 

waiver  of  service  by  the  appellee,  such  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 

Sophia  M.  Loughry  v.  John  Loughry 523 

Special  Act  as  to  Service. 

15.  The  soldier  having  been  declared  by  special  act  of  Congress  to  be  an  officer  in  the 

military  servdce  of  the  United  States,  and  given  the  right  to  prosecute  a  claim 
for  pension  under  the  general  law,  although  he  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
mustered  nor  recognized  by  the  AVar  Department,  and  having  been  pensioned 
under  the  general  law  at  total  of  rank  for  disability  contracted  in  service,  the 
status  and  privilege  extend  to  the  widow,  and  she  is  pensionable  under  the 
general  law  if  the  officer's  death  was  the  result  of  the  disability  for  which  he 
was  pensioned,  as  provided  by  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

Corinne  R,  Strickland  (vndow) 424 

SPECIAL  ACT. 

1.  The  soldier  having  been  declared  by  special  act  of  Congress  to  be  an  officer  in 
the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  given  the  right  to  prosecute  a 
claim  for  j^ension  under  the  general  law,  although  he  is  not  shown  to  have 
been  mustere<l  nor  recognized  by  the  War  Department,  and  having  been  pen- 
sioned under  the  general  law  at  total  of  rank  for  disability  contracted  in  serv- 
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ice,  the  status  and  privilege  extend  to  the  widow,  and  she  is  pensionable 
under  the  general  law  if  the  officer's  death  was  the  result  of  the  disability  for 
which  he  was  pensioned,  as  provided  by  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

Corinne  B.  Slrickland  (widow) 424 

SURGICAL  OPEItATION.  A 

See  Death  Cauhe,  106. 

TENNESSEE  LAWS.  \ 

See  Marriage,  294;  Legitimacy,  294. 


See  also  Origin,  329. 

1 .  This  claim  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that,  according  to  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  the  appellant  became  ill  in  eight  days  after  his  enlistment,  and  that, 
according  to  the  evidence  filed,  his  sickness  was  typhoid  fever;  and  that, 
according  to  medical  authorities,  the  period  of  eight  days  is  too  short  for  the 
incubation  of  said  disease,  which  was,  therefore,  not  contracted  in  the  service, 
and  consequently  any  disability  arising  therefrom  is  not  pensionable:  Held, 
That  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  said  record  is  erroneous  as  to  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  soldier's  illness,  and  that  the  statement  of  the  Bureau 
relative  to  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  incorrect. 

Andrew  Forbes 329 

VICIOTJS  HABITS. 

See  also  Evidence,  344. 

1.  Vicious  habits  can  not  be  presumed  in  case  of  an  injury  unless  there  is  some- 
thing concerning  the  nature  or  character  of  the  injury  which  warrants  such  a 
presumption,  or  unless  the  evidence  shows  certain  facts  which  are  sufficient  to 
raise  such  a  presumption.  Where  neither  the  nature  of  the  injury  nor  the 
evidence  adduced  raises  such  a  presumption,  the  testimony  of  two  credible 
witnesses,  to  the  effect  that  claimant  is  now  a  man  of  goo<l  habits,  and  that  they 
do  not  believe,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the  said  injury  was  due  to 
vicious  habits,  will  be  considered  as  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
statute,  provided  always  that  the  claimant  is  a  man  of  good  repute  for  veracity, 
and  that  he  shows  that  no  better  evidence  is  obtainable  by  him. 

Benjamhi  F.  Petemian , .* 344 

VESTED  RIOHT. 

1 .  The  right  to  a  pension  is  not  a  veste<l  one. 

Eiiza  Ilodgtnan  ( mother) 18 

VTRGINIA  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  167. 

WAOON  MASTEB. 

S<ie  Service,  282. 

WAR  WITH  SPAIN. 

See  Dei'Endent  Parents,  247. 
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